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Tue benchers of the four great Inns of Court ought 
no longer to be in doubt about their duty to the pro- 
fession and the public to make some official announce- 
ment in every case of the disbarment of a member of 
the Bar. Although in the case of Mr. Edwin James, some 
how or other, every body, while the proceedings against 
him were pending, heard of the charges which were 
made against him, yet it certainly would have been more 

satisfactory if the particular charges, and the grounds 
of the benchers’ decision, had been officially communi- 
cated to the profession. Within a few days back two 
other cases which were lately decided by the benchers 
have been brought into prominence. Even before Mr. 
Digby Seymour made his statement the other day to 
his constituents at Southampton, it was no secret 
that, not long since, the benchers of the Middle 
Temple were called upon to investigate certain charges 
affecting his character; and, indeed, the very particu- 
lars alleged were generally whispered about. After 
some time it was understood that the benchers came 
to a decision in his favour; but there were various 
rumours as to their reasons. It is not surprising, there- 
fore, that Mr. Seymour should have been called upon 
by his constituents to satisfy them that the benchers 
decided his case solely upon its merits. In his explana- 
tion, which appears to have satisfied the majority of 
those who heard him, he did not hesitate to impute the 
entire proceeding against him to none rivalry, 
and he appealed tothe sympathy of his audiehce against 
the “injustice” of the secret tribunal before which he 
was arraigned. Since then, the gentleman who originally 
brought z= charge against Mr. Seymour has communi- 
cated | to the morning journals the letter in which he con- 
veyed his accusation to the benchers. The public, there- 
fore, are in the unpleasant position, in Mr. Seymour's case, 
of not knowing whether the charge against Mr. Sey- 
mour was dismissed by the benchers upon the ground 
that it was not proved, or because they considered, as- 
suming it to be true, that it was insufficient as a reason 
for the disbarment of Mr. Seymour. It is evident that 
this must be unjust either to him or to the general body 
of barristers. The other case to which we allude is 
that of Mr. Claydon. It is no secret that he has been 
recently disbarred by the benchers of Lincoln’s-inn. 
But the only statement as to the grounds of the benchers’ 
decision, which has — made pobts, is mgt vgs 
appeared in a provincial newspaper, alleging that the 
maaan pet Mr. Claydon was, that ‘he held briefs 
without the intervention of an attorney. It is not easy 
to believe that the benchers would have been so eager 
to punish a mere breach of professional propriety with 
so severe a sentence. Is not the time, therefore, come 
| for some official announcement to the profession o the 
| _ charges made, and the  eapcony of the decision in every 

case of an application for the disbarment of a member 
of the Bar? Every application to strike a solicitor off 
the rolls is made in the face of the world, and why 
should not any proceeding for removing.a member of 
the Bar out of its ranks be conducted in like manner ? 
At all events the present secret system is evidently un- 
satisfactory. 


In tHE Vice-Chancellor Wood's Court, on Monday 
last, a discussion arose in reference to the large number 
of interlocutory motions which have stood over from 
“seal day” to “seal day” without being disposed of. 
Many of these motions arise out of railway and com- 
mercial transactions, where a decision upon the inter- 








locutory application involves in effect the determination 
of the suit, and in cases of this nature, of which the 
recent contest between St. Thomas's Hospital and the 
Charing-cross Railway Company affords an illustration, 
an immediate hearing within a few days of the time of 
filing the bill is often of vital importance to both sides. 
But to insure such immediate hearing before this branch 
of the Court, which seems to enjoy a large propor~ 
tion of these cases, the ordin: business which has 
ripened to a hearing by more deliberate process, must, 
of necessity, be greatly obstructed, as three days of the 
week, instead of one, would hardly be sufficient for the 
motions. His Honour observed that by far the greater 
t of last Term had been occupied with motions to the 
elay of all other business, and that, in justice to the 
ordinary suitors, he must decline to continue the seal 
de die in diem. 


Ws were a little amused, though not much surprised, 
in looking through the file of New York papers which 
has just come to our hands, to read in the most promi- 
nent place in the first sheet of the New York Herald, of 
the 24th of January, along letter to the American pub- 
lic from the now rather notorious ex-member for Mary 
lebone, Mr. Edwin James, upon the rather delicate sub- 
ject of the improvement of the law of the United States 
with to the administration of insolvents’ estates 
The English public has been completely informed 
within the last few days of those most dishonest frauds 
of the perpetration of which most gentlemen inside thé 
profession have been for several months fully aware ; 
and with these notorious facts before us, coupled with 
the absolute certainty of their being translated as 
“ sensation” matter into the New York Press as soon 
as the English papers, which narrate them, arrive in 
the States, we are partly ashamed and partly surprised 
that the hero and runaway who played the principal 
part in the drama, should court that “* public opinion” in 
America which must so soon again level him to the dis- 
honourable abasement which was justly and universally 
inflicted here. However, we may not have ing Aes to 
complain of the public favour shown by the New York 
Herald to Mr. James, nor can we question the discre- 
tion of those “‘ gentlemen of legal eminence in this city” 
(New York) who did Mr. James “the honour,” as he 
terms it, to transmit to him a copy of the general bank- 
rupt.act which they had prepared. The whole of the 
American people who speak and think through the 
Northern press, have condescended latterly to such 
vagaries in public morals, and to such mis-statements 
of public history, that it would be an idle thing for any 
respectable English newspaper to assume that they pos- 
sessed either a very delicate sense of shame or a very 
clear power of judgment. They have accepted Mr. 
James as a member of their Bar, and have not, as they 
might naturally have done, instituted any inquiries 
with a view, before they so accepted him, and promoted 
him to the disgraceful precedence evidenced by the 
letter which we refer to in the New York Herald, of 
informing themselves of the ground of his sudden and 
disgraceful flight. We do not intend to transplant that 
letter into our columns, for two reasons :—because it is 
too long; and because, even if it were not so long, it 
would not be worth the labour of consideration as a 
sound essay upon the principles of jurisprudence which 
it assumes to discuss. Our readers will be satisfied on 
learning that it is meant to be eloquent ; they will judge 
of the clearness of Mr. James’s ideas when they are 
assured that he says, in the second sentence of his 
letter,—‘‘ In the infancy of English commerce it was 
found essential to legislate upon this subject (i.e. bank- 
ruptcy), and as early as the reign of James I. laws 
were enacted which, although characterised by all the 
severities and penal enactments which disgraced the rule 
of the first Stuart, contained provisions which expe- 
rience has proved to be valuable, and which have been 
embodied in all subsequent legislation.” What the 
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Great Jurist means by “laws characterised by penal 
enactments,” we cannot ourselves understand. We 
think we perceive, however, that a long letter which 
opens in this way, and which ends with the startling 
assertion that the author of it has had “‘ some experience 
in the administration of the bankruptcy law in England,” 
has much the same value as a speech, or an argument 
in Banc from the same mind would have. Are there half 
a dozen learned jurists in England who would listen to 
either? We need say nothing more concerning Mr. 
James's letter, except that, although he has the teme- 
rity to advise the extending of the proposed American 
bankruptcy law to non-traders, he also declares very 
distinctly that ‘‘ the operation of the Act as to non- 
traders should be prospective.” Is it. very uncharitable 
to imagine that Mr, James had not forgotten the poor 
credulous “Dorsetshire attorney,” the foolish young 
noble lord, the foolish old Bar friends, and other per- 
sons in the same plight, known to him though not to 
us, when he advised a provision, which, at any rate in a 
case of some concern to himself, would completely 
prevent any uneasiness, and the raising of any question 
upon the point whether foreign creditors could recover 

eir debts within the jurisdiction to which a certain 
learned debtor had so mercilessly fled ! 


Upon the hearing of a petition before Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley yesterday, the death of Lord Byron, 
the poet, was a material fact in the petitioner's title; 
but it being assumed that the Court would take judicial 
notice of what was so well known to the whole world, 
no evidence was adduced upon the subject. Counsel 
observed that his lordship having died in Greece there 
would probably be some difficulty in obtaining the kind 
ef proof which the Court ordinarily required. The 
Vice-Chancellor, however, declined to make the order 
except upon the production of the usual evidence, for 
which purpose the petition stood over. This is a 
curious instance of adherence to a strict general rule 
of evidence, and the more so as the close connection 
between the families of the learned Vice-Chancellor 
and the noble poet might be supposed to give his 
Honour additional reason for dispensing with a proof of 
the fact which belongs to the history of the country. 


Mr. Joun Paxton Norman (of the Home Circuit), 
has been appointed one of the Judges of the Supreme 
Court of Bengal, at Calcutta. Mr. Korman ts the 
author of a work on the “ Copyright of Designs,” and 


of a “ Treatise on the Law of Letters Patent;” he is | 


also one of the authors of “ Hurlstone and Norman's 
Reports of the Court of Exchequer.” 


Mr. Wittiam Matruewson HixpMarcy, Mr. George 
Boden, and Mr. Thomas Weatherley Phipson, of the 
Common Law Bar, have been appointed Queen's 
Counsel. 


Mr. Epwarp Barnett Anperson Taynor has been 
speintet Police Magistrate of New Providence, 
the Bahama Islands. 


Mr. Rosert H. Hurst, of the Home Circuit, has 
been appointed to the Recordership of Hastings and 
Rye. : 


Mr. Henry Kinnerr, of Swindon, Wilts, has been 
appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking the 
acknowledgments of deeds by married women, for the 
county of Wilts. 


Mr. Cuartes Witkin, of 10, Tokenhouse-yard, 
City, has been appointed a London Commissioner to 
administer oaths in the High Court of Chancery. 


Tue election of a Clergyman to the office of | hardly be objected to, But it is not the answer which 
Preacher to the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, | 


vacant by the resignation of the Bishop of Gloucester 
and Lincoln, took piace on Thursday. The Rey. C. 
Cook, inspeetor of schools and chaplain in ordinary to 


one of 


the Inn, having a majority of the votes of the benchers, 
was declared elected. 


Mr. Laine, the ex-magistrate, who for many years 
presided at the old Hatton Garden Police Court, expired 
at his residence, in the Inner Temple, on Thursday, at 
an advanced age. The deceased was called to the bar 
on the 9th June, 1839, at Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr. Epwarp Cooker, who about fourteen months 
since, on account of ill-health, resigned his appoint- 
ment of Judge of the County Court (Circuit No. 34), 
to which he was appointed by Lord Cranworth in 1854, 
died at his residence in Taviton-street, Gordon-square, on 
the 6th inst., in his 71st year. 


— 


JOURNAL” 
FESSION. 

While the petition for the conspeeny winding-up of 
the Law Newspaper Company was pending, we deemed 
it our duty to abstain erypilowy from writing any- 
thing which might influence the decision of Mr. Com- 
missioner Goulburn. During the same period the 

roprietor of the Law Times, week after week, pub- 
Fished several articles and some letters, which have since 
proved to be fictitious, in which untrue statements, 
accompanied by unfair and slanderous comments, were 
made for the obvious purpose of inducing the Court to 
decide in fayour of the petition. ‘They were, no doubt, 
also intended to vex and intimidate the ‘gentlemen who 
constituted the board of directors of the late company, 
as well as to injure the pecuniary interests of this 
Journal. Mr. Cox, however, has egregiously failed in 
every one of these objects, and he has succeeded only 
in removing the possibility of any doubt as to his entire 
unfitness to represent the interests of the legal ‘pro- 
fession, which above all others ought to be c terized 
by. honesty and good faith. 

We shall now once for all state the circumstances under 
which the petition, which was on Monday last dismissed 
with costs, was presented, The petitioner, Mr. James 
Walter, held two shares (out of 600) in the company; on 
_ these he had paid up the sum of £10, and had failed to pay 
three calls of the same amount. Te never attended any 
of its meetings until December last, when 2 meeting of 
the shareholders was called to confirm the sale of this 
Journal and the Weekly Reporter. Being a defaulter 
| upon his shares, he had no right to be present, yet he 
appeared, and madea feeble show in favour of annulling 
, the sale which had been made, and of selling the pub- 
lications to Mr. Cox. We believe, however, that no 
one could be got to sanction the ruse for the destruc- 
tion of this Journal; and that, in fact, a resolution 
confirming the sale which had been already made, was 
carried unanimously.’ ‘lhere could be little doubt that 
| all through the matter Mr. Walter acted as the agent 

or friend of Mr. Cox. Later events placed this beyond 
| question. Mr. Cox, therefore, haying failed in these 
| insidious designs, did not scruple to adopt a more 
| audacious course to effect his purpose. Thereupon a 

petition was presented for the winding-up of the com- 
| pany, upon the ostensible ground that the property in 
the Journal and Reporter was of much greater value 
than the price which the directors had obtained. We 
may remind our readers in passing, that at the same 
time Mr. Cox was asserting in the columns of the Law 

Times and in printed circulars, sent throughout the 
| profession, that these publications could not be con- 
| tinued without loss—that in fact, they had failed. ‘This 
| —if it were true—would of itself have been an answer 
' to the petition—for any price for such a property could 
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it received from Mr. Commissioner Goulburn. We 
| print elsewhere a full report of his judgment, which 
| is so triumphant a refutation of the impudent asser- 
' tiens of Mr. €ox against the directors of the compeny, 
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that they have no reason to be dissatisfied with the 
part which Mr. Walter has taken. The case was so 
clear, both upon the law and the facts, that the learned 
Commissioner would have at once dismissed the petition 
without hearing the other side, but for the importance 
which it derived from the professional standing and 
high character of the gentlemen who were called upon 
to answer the monstrous charges which it contained. 
The directors may well be pleased that the entire 
matter was gone into so exhaustively, as the judgment 
of the learned Commissioner is everything which 
honourable and high-minded men could desire. His 
Honour referred to the original prospectus of the com- 
pany, in which it was stated that it was not formed for 
any purpose of profit, and that the money to be con- 
tributed by the shareholders was to be for the benefit 
of the profession. ‘These gentlemen felt,” he said, 
“what everybody felt—as well barristers as attorneys— 
the necessity of some good weekly newspaper, which 
would tell us from time to time what was going on in 
the courts of law and equity—a law newspaper. ‘They 
felt that that would be a very desirable thing for the 
profession.” In these few words are expressed the 
object and motive of the large body of gentlemen who 
founded this journal, and who now support it. Havin 

firmly established it by their fostering care and libe 
contributions, it no longer requires the machinery 
of a joint-stock company, and they have therefore 
voluntarily dissolved the association, which had 
effected its purpose. So strongly, however, do they 
feel the importance of a respectable organ of the 
profession, that if it were at all desirable, there 
would be no difficulty in forming another associa- 
tion for the purpose of carrying on a work which 
they have been at such pains to initiate. We put it, 
therefore, to Mr. Cox—seeing that he is so much alive 
to commercial considerations—whether he had better 
not allow the profession peaceably to judge for itself, 
and accept the unanimous veto of all its leading mem- 
bers, both in town and country, upon his pretensions 
as its representative in the press. He has already 
bewailed the fate of the Law Zimes, unless this journal 
were discontinued. He confesses to’ the discovery 
—since the Solicitors’ Journal came into existence— 
that the profession is not large enough to support 
two journals. It has now unmistakeably decided 
against him; and it is to be hoped that no vindictive 
feeling will induce him to continue a struggle which can 
end in no good to him. He has numerous other fields 
open to him, where, perhaps, his peculiar talents may 
be more available. It is clear enough now that the 
lawyers will nét have him for a mouth-piece; but 
perhaps he may be more successful among one of those 
other classes of the community which his numerous 
literary speculations give him an opportunity of ad- 
dressing. For our own parts, we promise our readers 
that they shall hear but little more from us about this 
getenss although of late we have thought right to 
epart from our usual rule to call attention to his pro- 
ceedings in connection with the Law Newspaper 
Company. 


~~ we 
> 


The Courts. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 


{Sittings at Nisi Prius, before Mr. Justice BLacKBURN and a 
Special Jury.) 


Feb..10 and 11.—Dawson vy, Van Sandau.—Mr. Serjeant 
Shee, Mr. Hawkins, Q.C., Mr. Mereweather. and Mr. Mac. 
nanara,apperred for the plaintiff; ani Mr. Serjeant Ballantine 
and Mr, Holl, {or the defendant. 

This was an action in which the plaintiff, Roger Dawson, an 
attorney at Northampton, sued the defendant, Andrew Van 
Sandau, a London attorney, to recover damages for false im- 
prisonment, and also for slander, imputing to him that he had 











conspired with a bankrupt named Poole to defraud his creditors, 
and also to suborn false witnesses. 

‘The defendant pleaded the general issue, and also a’ples re- 
iterating and justifying the slander, which he alleged was tras 
in substance and in fact. 

Witnesses having been heard on both sides, and cougsel 
having addressed the Court for their respective clients, 

The learned judge summed up. ; 

‘The jury retired at six o'clock to consider their verdiot, and 
returned into court at half-past eight o'clock with a verdiet fér 
the plaintiff on all the counts—Damages, £200. 





COURT OF EXCHEQUER, 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius at Westminster, before Mr. Baron 
Marri and a Special Jury.) 

Feb. 11,—Steele v. Lowe and Another —This was an action 
to recover a sum of £1,443 Os. 9d. for work done as an attorney. 

The plaintiff is an attorney in Bloomsbury-square, and the 
defendants were the inspectors under a deed for the manage- 
ment of the Sun newspaper. 

From the evidence of the plaintiff, it appeared that he was 
formerly in partnership with Alderman Harmer. In 1843, 
Mr. Young was the proprietor of the Sun newspaper, bn 
which Alderman Harmer had a mortgagé, and there was 
to him afterwards ‘£6,000 ‘oi £7,000. Young got into diffi- 
culties, and an execution was put in against him. In Decem- 
ber, 1847, there was a bill of sale executed by the sheriff to 
Harmer, and he was registered in December, 1847, as “owner 
as mortgagee.” In January, 1848, Harmer let the paper and 
the plant to Young for £2,275 per annum. ‘That tenancy was 
determined in 1848. On the 21st of February Harmer took 
possession. There were two or three meetings of hen lg 
creditors, and a deed of inspection was prepared. The - 
dants were present. They, with a person named Carlyle, were 
the committee appointed by the creditors to inquire into the 
affairs. ‘They reported that the profits of the paper were about 
£55 a week. After a resolution to pay Mr, Harmer 
a-year off his debt, the deed of inspection was prepared. "There 
was a resolution of creditors recommending the addption of 
the resolution. % 

The plaintiff had been engaged in carrying the deed ot 
arrangement into effect, and in defending certain actions for 
libel brought against the proprietors of the newspaper. 

At the conclusion of the plaintiffs evidence, Mr. Baton 
Martin asked the plaintiff’s counsel whether he had any further 
evidence of liability. 

Mr, Aanis‘y —None. 

Baron MARTIN. — The question, then, is, whether the defen- 
dants are personally liable, 

The jury.—We thiuk they are not liable. 

The plaintiff was then nonsuited. 


THE COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner GouLBuRN). 

Feb, 10.—Re Law Newspaper Company (Limited).—This was 
the day appointed for delivering judgment upon 4 petition 
which had been presented by Mr. Walter for winding up this 
Company. 

The Commissioner.—I am now to give the judgment of the 
Court upon a petition presented to this court by Mr. James 
Walter, solicitor, of Clifford’s-inn, who prays this Court, by 
this petition, to wind up this Company, under the’ Acts of 
1856-1857, This case has occupied a great deal more time 
as it seems to me, than its importance at all demands; toh 
in one respect it is important, because the gentlemen who are 
to answer this petition here, are gentlemen quite in the front 
rank of their profession, and looked up to by the profession in 
every branch of it. It is imputed to them on these proceedings, 
that they have, at all events, neglected the duty, and conducted 
the trust, which they undertook, as the representatives of this 
association, in such a manner as to authorise one of the share- 
holders to call upon them that the Company shall be wound up, 
not under their own general control, but under the supervision 
and contro! of this Court. That is a matter of some im- 
portance, when we consider who these gentleman are, and the 
position they justly occupy in the profession of the law. Now 
let us lovk who the petitioner isin this case. I repeat that the 
impression which I first had of this case has been very much 
strengthened by all I have heard of it—viz., that it is one of 
the most extraordinary cases which has, for 2 long period of 
time, presented itself before any of the courts of justice. 
Here is a gentleman, who, in the month of August, 1856, 
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two shares in this Company out of 600, and paid £5 per share 
on them. It appears by the affidavits, that he never went 
near the concern or attended at any of the meetings whatever 
until quite lately (the 6th of December, 1861), when he had 
disqualified himself from voting. For the most important fact 
appears, that three calls were made, of £2 per share, and £2, and 
£1, so that he became indebted in respect of those calls to the 
Company £10. It is very singular that this gentleman who 
now comes in at the eleventh hour and three-quarters to wind 
up the Company, instructs those who represent him to employ 
all their talents and all their energy—TI will not say to incul- 
pate, but, to use a colloquial expression —to ‘‘show up” these 
gentlemen who were the directors. And this is a man who has 
never been once near the Company with whose proceedings he 
now finds fault; and, what is more important, who has never 
thought fit to pay the £10 which he owesthem. Now I 
cannot help thinking that a contributory who refuses delibe- 
rately and for a lengthened period to pay calls, is not in a con- 
dition to apply to wind up the company. Debtors have been 
very much favoured lately, we know; the whole tendency of 
the Legislation has been in favour of debtors. A man may 
run into debt to any amount, get into prison, and be waited 
upon by the officers of the court to take him out; he may not 
have one farthing to give his creditors, and he may say, “* Let 
the Court be employed and all its officers to free me from my 
liabilities.” The other day this was carried so far, that a 
learned counsel asked me, and said if I refused it would be a great 
hardship, to order the stamp affixed by the Legislature upon 
the order of discharge not to be paid by the debtor. Now, how 
hard it is that a debtor should have to pay the stamp upon the 
instrument which discharges him from £3,000. Well, so far 
we have got with the debtor; but we have to go further if the 
debtor may call upon the creditor to be wound up. That 
seems to me now to be the proceeding, if a debtor, who owes a 
Company £10, is to say to the Company, “ Now I wind you 
up—one-half of me, as a contributory, applies to wind up the 
other half, as a debtor, in order that somebody may be ap- 
pointed to collect the £10 which I owe you.” That seems to 
me to be going a great length, particularly in a company where 
we find by the articles of association-—and these articles have 
been signed by this gentleman—“ that if any shareholder 
refuses to pay any calls on the appointed day, the Company 
may at any time thereafter, during such time as the call 
remains unpaid, serve a notice upon him,” and so on, “ require- 
ing him to pay, and if he does not pay, the shares shall be for- 
feited.”. The Company have here, very likely good-naturedly, 
not called upon him, and he does not pay; but it is also stated 
that a man not paying his shares has no right to vote, and 
therefore, Mr. Walter had quite disqualified himself from voting. 
I see by the 40th article “that no shareholder shall be entitled 
to vote at any meeting unless all calls due from him have been 
paid.” Now, therefore, this man has no right to vote; he 
might have been called upon to forfeit his shaves; he still owes 
them £10, and he says * now I will insist upon your being 
wound up” First of all, let us see whether the Act of Parlia- 
ment, under which this man asks the Court to wind up the 
Company, is, or is not, imperative? He shows us that the 
Company have brought themselves within the 5th clause of the 
67th section of the Act, “ whenever three-fourths of the capital of 
the Company have been lost or become unavailable.” Three- 
fourths of the capital of the Companv here, it is admitted on 
all hands, has become unavailable, ‘Therefore, he says, “ If I 
show that, then no matter who I am, or what interest I have 
in it, or whatever may be the circumstances of the case with 
regard to this, I have an absolute right, upon that being so, to 
call upon the Court to wind up the Company.” Now such a 
proposition I utterly deny. I should take upon myself even to 
say there is no authority for it whatever at all in the cases, 
as well under this Act as under the former Acts, as to which I 
shall presently cite one or two. V. C. Kindersley had 
a case before him in which the circumstances were 
somewhat similar, though not so extraordinary as the pre- 
sent (because I do not believe that a case so out of the ordinary 
course has ever occurred as this one) which almost concludes 
this matter, if it wanted any authority. It is quite clear that 
the Court has a discretion in all these cases to exercise, as the 
Master of the Rolls says in one case, no doubt judicially and 
discreetly, but with reference to “ the expediency and necessity 
of the case.” Where it is expedient or necessary—those are 
the grounds upon which these cases are to be considered. 

First, what is the expediency of winding up this Com- 
pany. Let us look at what it was formed for. It is very im- 
portant that this should be thoroughly well known. This is 
not an association or society formed for any mercenary purpose, 





or with a view to lucre or profit. Quite the reverse. It is an 
association formed by several gentlemen, the leading members 
of the profession of the law, in whom hundreds of people have 
placed and do place the most implicit and absolute confidence; 
and these gentlemen felt, what everybody felt—as well bar- 
risters as attorneys—the necessity of some good weekly news- 
paper, which would tell us from time to time of what was 
going on in the courts of law and equity—a law newspaper, 
They felt that that would be a very desirable thing for the pro- 
fession, ‘They state in the prospectus, “ We do not want—do 
not require—do not look for profit. ‘That is not what we look 
for, or anything connected with profit; but we want to benefit 
the profession of the law that we belong to, and to give our- 
selves and our brother members of the profession an oppor- 
tunity of having conveyed to them, from week to week, every- 
thing that passes in the courts of law and equity. It isimpor- 
tant that we may be enabled to advise those who consult us 
professionally from time to time; and that we should know the 
leading decisions in the courts.” That was their object. It is 
singular, and one can hardly. believe that in a profession num- 
bering, as I see it does, including the colonies, altogether 20,000 
members, such an undertaking, conducted in this way, with 
such men, can fail. If anything could prosper, surely it is an 
undertaking of this description in the hands of such persons as 
Ihave referred to. Well, then, the proceedings go forward. 
Everything seems to me to have been conducted with the most 
perfect regularity. I utterly dissent from the reasoning which 
has been founded upon the negligence or improper conduct of 
these directors. I am not saying that—looked at “ evil-eyed” 
afterwards by this gentleman, their debtor, who employs the 
greatest talents known to us for the purpose of “ picking holes,” 
if I may so speak, in all the proceedings—that it would not be 
possible to raise an argument, and a very long, but a very spe- 
cious one, upon some of these meetings; but I utterly dissent 
from the assertion that these gentlemen have in any respect 
neglected their duty or done anything but what they ought to 
have done in execution of the trust which devolved upon them. 

The learned Commissioner then proceeded to dispose of some 
technical objections as to an alleged informality in the notice 
of meetings, and proceeded:—But is a winding-up at all 
“ necessary ” where there is nothing to wind up? It would be 
making an order to wind up that which is actually at an end, 
Look at the state of the case. All the debtsare paid with the 
exception of two, and those two debtors are anxious that it 
should not be wound up for the very obvious reason that because 
they know to whom they have to look, they look to those people 
who are about to pay them by a subscription among themselves, 
They prefer that infinitely to the Company being wound up. 
Everybody is paid, and no creditor complains at all. Nothing 
of the sort. But couid it be “ necessary” in any other way, 
what is there to collect? The assets are all collected except 
certain debts, and among them the petitioner's debt of £10. I 
hope he will pay it; they have been pretty good-natured to him 
hitherto; they have not pressed him for it yet, or, as they 
might have done, forfeited his shares. There is his debt and 
some others to be collected; but Mr. Shaen, who knows the 
concern perfectly well, says that he thinks the amount 
that can be collected—and he puts Mr. Walter’s debt I see 
among the good debts, he expects Mr. Walter will be able to 
pay—may be some £40 and odd. So that this Company is to 
be wound up by an official liquidator appointed for the simple 
purpose of collecting £40 odd. It seems to me that that is not 
a necessary and proper mode of interference of this court by 
which the very costs of the proceedings would at once swallow 
up the £40. Mr. Walter’s debt and all would be very soon 
absorbed by these proceedings. ‘Therefore it would be idle 
and worse than idle. But it is said to be “ expedient.” Now 
what “ expediency ” is there? How can it be expedient? It 
may be expedient for the purpose of gratifying an angry feeling 
on the part of Mr. Walter. It may be expedient for him who 
has lain by so long to wake up at this period of time and say, 
“ Now I will show you; I have gone through all these articles 
of association ; [ have longed for this opportunity—I have 
desired extremely to show how much more regular you would 
have been if I had attended—if [ had paid my calls—how 
much more regular you would have gone on with me than 
without me.” But that is not my idea of “ expediency.” 

The Commissioner then read from the judgment of Vice- 
Chancellor Kindersley in Ex parte Wise,* and proceeded—The 
Vice-Chancellor said it did not follow that because the petitioners 





* Cited by Mr. Lawrance; as also were “ ‘The Monmouthshire and Gla- 
morganshire Banking Company,” 15 Beav, 74, and the “Union Bank of 
Calcutta,” 3 De G. & Sm, 253. 
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were greatly in the minority, that there could be no order, for it 
might be expedient, but that still the circumstances of their 
being ina minority is to be looked at. Well, is not the circum- 
stance of this gentleman being in a minority of one to be lookedat? 
He is in a minority of one. He had a clear legal right to re- 
quire that justice should be done; but at the time this gentle- 
man shows that he had no right to vote. Then the Vice- 
Chancellor says, “ the first question in this, as in all such cases, 
is this, what are the liabilities to which the petitioners in par- 
ticulur, and the shareholders generally, are exposed?” Now, 
what is the liability to which Mr, James Walter is exposed in 
this case? It almost makes the proposition seem ludicrous, 
when he has paid the £10, which he has not yet paid, but I 
have no doubt will pay, he is exposed to the liability of £20, 
but at present only £10. Now that is the liability which he 
says makes it necesary to wind up this company. whose con- 
cerns are already wound up, with the exteptioti of a few debts 
to be collected. Well then, what are fhe ‘lifbilities of the 
shareholders generally? Do any of them complain? Do any 
other persons say, “ We want this Company wound up; we areex- 
posed to a fearful liability ; we shall he losers?” They are liable 
for £10 per share; but many of them, being at the head of 
their profession, are now engaged, as I find was the fact in this 
case, in raising a subscription to pay the few remaining debts 
of the Company, but they withhold their hands until they see 
the issue of this petition. It will be found the same as the 
case before the Vice-Chancellor. They held their hands, and 
the Vice-Chancellor, for the purpose of preventing that 
being interfered with, ordered the petition to stand over, 
Then in this case there is also another similar feature. It is 
said that the directors, having a large stock belonging to 
the Company, sold it at an undervalue. That is not dis- 
similar to the complaint made here, that they have sold this 
concern to particular people “under circumstances which 
rendered the sale improper; but if it were so (says the Vice- 
Chancellor), that does not require a winding-up order—that is 
& question of equities between the parties.” “ Except in a few 
special circumstances there is for the purpose of administering 
such equities no machinery ;” and here I quite agree with the 
Vice-Chancellor. That case seems to me so clear that it is 
almost unnecessary to cite others. But as the Master of the 
Rolls expressed it in the case of the Monmouthshire and Gla- 
morganshire Banking Company, this is the only point— 
I mean as to the absolute discretion in the,Court. The 
Court is not tied by the words of the Act of Parliament, 
upon which he was commenting; “it shall be lawful 
for the Court if it shall think fit.” We‘know that the 
words “shall be lawful” have sometimes been construed to be 
imperative; but there the Master of the Rolls is express, 
saying, it is perfectly plain and clear that the question is one 
absolutely and entirely for the dis:retion of the Court. So I 
think in the other case, The Union Bank of Calcutta, the Vice- 
Chancellor is quite as express, and asserts the absolute discretion 
of the Court, dismissing the petition without prejudice to any 
other proceeding. That israther a stronger case. Now then, as 
to these Acts of Parliament under which we are proceeding, they 
are also express and explicit on this point. First, companies 
may be wound up by this Court. Then there is a provision 
that they may be wound up voluntarily. Upon that it seems 
to be contended, as far as I could make out the argument, that 
if the proceedings to wind up voluntarily were not in strict 
accordance with the Act of Parliament, that the discretion in 
this Court as to winding up was not at an end; that if the 
proceedings to wind up voluntarily were informal, then it was 
compulsory on this Court to make an order to wind up the 
Company. I think Mr. Linklater said that then the petition 
is without an answer. ‘There is nothing to justify that:—the 
mode of proceeding for winding-up is pointed out; and then 
there is this provision, and a very good one, saying, that this 
Court may, if it think fit, upon a petition to wind up, 
adopt the former proceedings and add to them, as has 
been done in a case that was cited to me in this 
Court. The Court may adopt the former proceedings, and 
“instead of making an order that the Compahy should be alto- 
gether wound up by the Court direct that the voluntary pro- 
ceedings to wind up should continue, but subject to such super- 
vision of the Court, and with liberty to the creditors, contri- 
butories, or other persons to apply to the Court, and generally 
upon such terms and subject to such conditions as the Court 
thinks just.” That is perfectly correct; but it is also said that 
in determining that there are very important clauses in the 
Amendment Act of 1858, It is in the 2nd section, which I 
will read, ‘That in determining whether the Company is to 
be wound up altogether compulsorily, or under the provisions 





of the said 19th section, the Court may have regard "—and this 
is the important part of the section—“to the wishes of the 
majority in number and value of the creditors, as proved by 
sufficient evidence.” Now let us pause: and ask what are the 
wishes of the majority in number and value of the creditors. 
There are only two creditors, who know perfectly well that 
they will be paid if it goes on under this voluntary winding-up, 
and they know perfectly well that they need not be paid if Mr. 
Walter is allowed to proceed in his object. Under these cir- 
cumstances I think there cannot be any question as to what 
are the wishes of the creditors. In this case, from first to last, 
I cannot bring my mind to entertain a doubt of what I ought 
todo. I regret it very much, first, because the petitioner is a 
gentleman of the profession to which I belong myself, apn 
not in the same branch of it; I regret exceedingly that he asks 
the Court to inculpate and impugn the conduct of some of the 
first men in the profession of the law. That is not to be 
lightly done. It is not to be said that these gentlemen, who 
lent their names and became members of a board of this de- 
scription, neglected the duty which they assumed, or did that 
which they ought not to have done. These gentlemen are the 
counsellors and advisers of a very large portion of the country. 
I have no doubt among these names are to be found persons 
whose counsel is taken by hundreds upon matters the most in- 
teresting and most dear to them, and can it be said that one 
member of the profession, a debtor to them, who does not pay 
them the £10 which he owes them, is to come forward and say, 
“ you have misconducted yourselves; you have neglected the 
duty imposed upon you, and I therefore ask that the company 
may be wound up.” I utterly dissent from such a proposition. 
There is neither expediency nor necessity in the measure, and 
there is no justice in it, and I DIsMIsSs THE PETITION WITH 
COSTS. 





(Before Mr. Commissioner HotroyD.) 


Feb. 11.—In re Van Appen.—This debtor executed a com- 
position deed with his cinders generally, but one of them was 
dissatisfied, and obtained an adjudication. At a meeting held 
under the 110th section, a majority of the creditors resolved 
that the proceedings in bankruptcy be suspended, and that the 
deed, as originally executed, be continued. At a second sitting 
duly convened, the resolution was confirmed, 

Mr. Walter now appeared for a dissentient creditor, and 
asked the Court to set aside the deed, He objected that the 
deed was executed before the bankruptcy, that the deed was 
improperly drawn, and that the trustees were not fit and pro- 
per persons for the office. 

Mr. Sargvod, for the trustees, contended that the Court had 
no power to interfere with the resolution of the creditors. 
The resolution having been come to, and having been duly 
certified by the registrar, the Court had no right whatever 
to interpose. 

The ComMISsIONER did not think, even supposing that 
there were anything in the objections, that he had any 
jurisdiction to interfere. The creditors had come to a reso- 
lution under the 110th section, and the Court had no right 
to say whether it was right or wrong, proper or improper. It 
was true that had the proceedings been under the 185th section 
the Court would have had a discretion, but under the former 
clause there was none. 

Application refused without costs. 





(Before Mr. Commissioner EVANs.) ’ 
Feb. 11.—In re Haughton.— In this case an application 
was made under the 197th section of the new Act, for 2 
summons for the attendance of a mortgagee. The debtor 
had executed an assignment for the benefit of creditors in 
the form given in schedule D of the new Act. The assent 
of three-fourths in number and value of the creditors had 
been obtained thereto, and registration had been effected. A 
mortgagee of the debtor’s property claimed a larger amount 
than that admitted by the trustees, and it was desirable that 
the claimant should be examined. 
The ComMiIsstoNnER ordered the summons to be issued. 


INSOLVENT DEBTORS’ COURT. 
BaNKRUPTCY AND INSOLVENCY. 

The financial crisis continues in Vortugal-street with un- 
abated severity. Another week has passed away, and the 
unfortunate officials of the court are still unpaid their last 
quarter’s salaries, now @ month overdue, and, while continuing 
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to discharge their daily duties, are not receiving the price of 
their daily bread. It is obvious that persons so employed in a 
public departinent, usually receiving their incomes on a fixed 
day, must make all their pecuniary arrangements depending 
upon the hitherto certain receipt of those incomes. ‘That cal- 
culation has in the present: instance been found to be erroneous, 
and the result to the unlucky officials is not only disagreeable 
but absolutely painful. One member of the establishment has 
actually been arrested, and, after undergoing two days’ incar- 
ceration, owed his release only to the intervention of his friends. 
Several have been served with writs on account of debts which, 
had faith been kept with them, they wonld have been enabled 
duly to discharge. County court summonses are rife, policies 
of insurance are lapsing, and loans at usurious interest for 
present subsistence have become the sad necessity of many, 
thereby entailng, at the very least, heavy loss in addition to 
grievous inconvenience to persons who thought themselves 
justified in expecting that the servants of a public department 
would not be the victims of official neglect or imperfect legisla- 
tion. It can hardly be believed that to the latter cause is 
‘issignable the present difficulty, for, as we mentioned last 
week, the Parliamentary grant for the expenses of this court 
was voted in last year’s estimates, but that grant is now pay- 
able only to the Chief Registrar in Bankruptcy. The com- 
missioners of this court have, it is understood, recently had an 
interview with the Lord Chancellor upon the subject, but no 
practical result seems to have follewed. Cold sympathy 
unacompanied by ready money is of little value. The creditors 
of these unhappy public servants will no doubt readily give the 
former; but they require, not unnaturally, payment of their 
claims in a more tangible shape. There seems to bea great 
difficulty in ascertaining the cause of all this trouble, but there 
isnone in discovering the amount of hardship and actual misery 
it has inflicted upon some forty or fifty persons, many of whom 
receive very small incomes, and most of whom have been for 
very long periods employed in the public service. One thing 
is quite certain, that if the present state of affairs continues, 
some of the officers of the Insolvent Debtors’ Court will 
unavoidably be transferred to Basinghall-street in a manner 
not contemplated by the Legislature when giving its sanction 
to the new Bankruptcy Act. 


- ——-—~——— 


Parliament and Azgislation. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Notices oF Morion. 


The Lorp Cuance.tor to call attention to the subject of 
the title to land and its transfer (Monday, 17th February). 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Friday, February 7. 
Hicuways, 


Sir G, Grey moved for leave to bring in a Dill for the 
better management of highways in England. The bill was 
identical in principle, and similar in most of its details, to the 
bill abandoned three years ago by the hon, member for Leo- 
minster. 

Mr. Barrow most reluctantly consented to the introduction 
of such a bill, inasmuch as it proposed to take away the power 
of local government from parishes, and to place the control of 
the finances of the parish in a body mainly nominated by the 
Crown. The Bill was opposed.to the principle of the Constitu- 
tion—that the people should be taxed either by themselves or 
by their representatives. 

Leave was given, and the Bill was subszquently introduced. 


Monday, February 10. 


ALLOWANCES TO WITNESSES AT SEssIONS, &C. 


Mr. Ecrrton asked the Home Secretary whether he in- 
tended to introduce during this session any Bill in relation to 
allowances to witnesses at sessions and assizes. 





Sir G. Grey said that the commission which had sat on the 
subject had reported in favour of the scale previously adopted, | 
but recommended that the magistrates should reverse the scale, | 
eo as to provide that the payments for the future should, in | 
certain cases, be defrayed out of the county rate. A Bill was 
introduced last year to carry the recommendation into effect, 
but was dropped owing to the lateness of the session. He pro- 
posed, on an early day, to re-introduce that Bill. 


INTERNATIONAL AND Maritive Law. 

Mr. Cospen gave notice that on an early day he would 
bring under the notice of the House the subject of international 
and maritime law as it affected the rights of belligerents and 
neutrals, 

Tuesday, February 11. 
COMPENSATIONS FOR ACCIDENTS. 

Mr. AYRTON moved for leave to introduce a Bill to amend 
the law relating to the recovery of damages by workmen and 
servants, and of compensation by the families of workmen and 
servants killed by accidents. 

The Arrorney-GryERAL had no intention to oppose the 
introduction of the Bill, but he hoped his hon, and learned 
friend had carefully guarded himself against unduly and un- 
justly extending the responsibilities of masters. 

Leave granted, 

Thursday, February 13. 
Mercuanr SHIPPING Act. 

In reply to Sir H. Stracey, 

Mr. M. Gipson said that the Government intended to 
bring in a Bill on an early day to amend the Merchant Shipping 
Act, especially with relation to the liability of owners. 


Joint Stock ComPANIES. 


Mr. Gipson, in reply to Mr. Salomons, stated that the 
Government intended to bring in a Bill relating to this subject. 


-—_—_—~»—— 


Correspondence. 


Mr. E. W. Cox anp His Dornes. 


Your friend Mr. Cox, of the Law Times, and also (as your 
correspondent Z. informs us) of the Clerical Journal and the 
Sportsman's Calendar, will now, I think, have to make his 
election between the sporting, the religious, and the legal 
worlds. By this time he must see that what pleases one of his 
constituencies may not suit another. His notorious circular 
would, no doubt, command the admiration of that class of his 
supporters that haunts the corner of Shoe-lane, but it has re- 
ceived the repudiation which it deserved from an honourable 
profession, as your columns testify, and as I can assert from’ my 
own experience. Mr. Cox’s last move in the legal world is 
hardly worthy of one who aspires to instruct so shrewd and 
sharp a community as that which belongs to the Turf. No 
doubt he thought it a very clever thing to have a puppet 
among the shareholders of the Law Newspaper Company 
whom he might twist and turn as he liked to his own advan- 
tage; and he appears to have considered his petition in bank- 
ruptcy so cunning a contrivance that while the matter was 
still pending and, therefore hopeful, he threw off the mask of 
concealment, and was so unfair as to publish a number of state- 
ments which you had previously proved to be false, and was 
audacious enough to make insulting charges against a number 
of gentlemen, every one of whom is very far superior to 
him in every respect. His shameless device, however, 
has recoiled upon himself, and he now has the further dis. 
grace of his abortive proceedings in the Court of Bankruptey. 
I am told that Mr. Commissioner Goulburn found it difficult 
to repress his indignation when delivering his judgment on 
Monday last. The only pity is, that the “ whipping” did not 
fall on the right shoulders; and that the real instigator of 
the proceedings was allowed to shelter himself. under his 
coucealment. I am glad, however, that the petition was pre- 
sented, as it brought out the fact distinctly, that out of the 
entire body of the shareholders there was not one who did 
not repudiate the conduct of Mr. Cox’s nominee. It appeared 
that he, too, sent out a circular to all the shareholders, so- 
liciting their co-operation; that only one out of the entire 
number (about 180) thought him worthy of even a reply; 
and that the single shareholder who acknowledged the receipt 
of the circular refused to have anything to do with Mr. 
Walter or his proceedings. What, then, shall be said of the 
letter which appeared in the Law Times last. week, signed 
“A Third Victim”? Who can have the least doubt that it 
is the production of the same hand that wrote the menda- 
cions circular of November last; and that it affords but 
another illustration of the utter unfitness of Mr. Cox to 
represent an honourable proféssion? Last week, in one of 
his characteristically impudent articles, he says that “instead 
of charging the petitioner with being a cat’s paw, it would 
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be more creditable to the directors to give a public answer to 
the charges which he prefers against them.” He also speaks 
of him as being ‘“‘ one of the victims whose property is at 
stake.” Was there ever such effrontery? Mr. Walter, it now 
appears, was a defaulter to the company for unpaid calls, and 
that the entire amount of his “property at stake” was £10 for 
ealls which had been paid. Is it any wonder that the learned com- 
missioner should give expression to the general indignation of 
the entire profession at such a proceeding? Quousque tandem 
abutere, &c: 1f Mr. Cox knows the meaning of this quotation, 
he will have the wisdom, as soon as possible, to devote himself 
entirely to the interests of his “ sporting” admirers, where, per- 
haps, he may find some toleration for conduct that can excite 
nothing but indignation amongst English lawyers. 
One or THEM. 





GRESLEY v. MOUSLEY. 


The late decision in Gresley v. Mousley, noticed in your 
Journal of the 25th of January last, is, as you well remark, 
of “ great interest to solicitors” who have any dealings with 
their clients; and in many cases it is diflicult, without some 
precaution, to preserve for twenty years evidence of payment 
of money beyond that of an indorsed receipt, hitherto held to 
be sufficient. 

A plan suggests itself to me, upon which the opinion of 
your readers is invited—viz., to incorporate in the usual in- 
dorsed receipt a description of the money paid, as notes or gold, 
or a copy of the cheque or draft, as the case may be—a plan 
which would probably enable the survivors or representatives 
of a deceased solicitor to trace the actual payment without 
difficulty. GULIELMUS. 





County Courts.—JURISDICTION AGAINST EXECUTORS.* 


In the case of Fuller v. Mackay, 2 Ell. & Bl. 573 (which was 
an action for a legacy), the executors having renounced, letters 
of administration were granted to the defendant by the Pre- 
rogative Court of Canterbury. The will was made within the 
jurisdiction of the county court of Kent, and the estate of the 
testator was being administered in London, where the bulk of 
the assets would be realized. 

On a motion for a prohibition, it was held that the cause of 
action did not arise in the district of the county conrt of 
Kent, within sect. 60 of 9 & 10 Vict. c. 95, and as the defen- 
dant did not dwell or carry on his business in the district within 
siz months of the date of the summons, the Court had no juris- 
diction. 

I presume, though your correspondent J. N. C. does not 
say so, that the action mentioned by him was brought in the 
district within which the executor or administrator dwelt or 
carried on his business, and if so, it would appear, according 
to the above-mentioned case, to have been rightly brought, and 
that it is immaterial within what district the grant of probate 
or letters of administration was made. W. 





Country CourT—BiLts or Excuance Act. 

A client of mine defended an action brought against him in 
the county court here on a bill of exchange, The summons 
was taken out under the Bills of Exchange Act. The plaintiff 
was non-suited. On taxation of costs, I claimed costs for draw- 
ing and filing affidavit for leave to defend, and argued that, as 
the plaintiff had imposed on the defendant the duty of filing 
the affidavit, the former could not object to the costs. The 
plaintiff's attorney, however, objecting, the registrar decided 
that he had no power to allow them, and consequently struck 
them out, 

I should be obliged if any of your readers would favour 
me by stating what is the practice on this matter in their 
seyeralcourts. It is the first instance of a successful defence 
under the Bills of Exchange Act in the court here. It, does 
seem hard that the defendant should be compelled to pay 
the costs in question. ; R. N. 


—_—_—~@--——-- - 


Eesays AND Reviews.—An official intimation las been 
conveyed to tlie proctors of the Rev. James Fendall, the pro- 
moter of the second suit in the matter of “ Essays and Re- 
views,” that the articles which have been filed against the 
Rev, Henry Bristow Wilson, B.D., will be opposed on their 
admissi 





* See ante p, 232, 





Recent Pecisions. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 
ConpiTIONAL LimITATION—EFFECT UPON ExycuToRY 
GIFT oF THE FaiLureE or A Prion Girt. 
Hail v. Warren, H. of Lds., 10 W. R, 66. 

Although the decision in this case cannot be regarded as 
establishing any new principle in the construction of wills, yet 
it points to an important distinction which has long since beén 
established as governing a large class of executory gifts. 
It is not necessary here to do more than remind the reader of 
the well-established distinction between contingent remainders 
and executory gifts. An executory devise has been defined to 
be a limitation by will of a future estate or interest in land, 
which cannot, consistently with rules of law, take effect as a 
remainder. An executory gift, although in terms it is 
intended to be future in its operation, yet, from thé non- 
existence of the object at the testator’s death, may take imme- 
diate effect; and the gift may not only be executory, but also 
conditional— that is, the executory gift over may depend upon 
the happening of some prior event, or the fulfilment of some 
prior condition; and it is in respect of this distinction that the 
decision of the House of Lords in Hall v. Warren deserves 
particular consideration. 

The question in such cases always is, when the prior gift 
fails ab initio ex. gr. by reason of the death of its object in 
the testator’s lifetime, whether the gift over was meant to be 
conditioned by something in the prior gift which was not fal- 
filled? The first and leading case in reference to this distinc- 
tion is that of Jones v. Wesicomb, 1 Faq. Cas, Abr. 245, pl. 10 
where a testator bequeathed a term of years to his wife for life, 
and after her death to the child she was enceinte with, and it 
such child should die under twenty-one then over. It turned 
out that the wife was not enceinte; and after an arduous con- 
flict between the Court of King’s Bench and Common Pleas, it 
was finally held that the bequest over took effect. 

In Hall v. Warren there was a devise over in the event of a 
charity omitting to perform a certain act, The prior gift to 
the charity failing by reason of the Statute of Mortmain, the 
question was, whether the gift over took effect. The gift over 
was not in terms upon a general failure of the charitable inten- 
tion, but only in the event of its failing in a particnlar way — 
viz., by reason of the non-appointment of trustees, or of @ 
scheme by the parish. Vice-Chancellor Wood considered that 
the case was the same as one where a gift had been made to a 
nonentity, and then a gift over; and, therefore, held that the 
gift over was good, and his decision upon this point was upheld 
ia the House of Lords. “Tf,” said the Lord Chancellor, “ it 
can be supposed that the testator meant the limitation over to 
take effect only in the event of the preceding limitation 
in one particular way, this may be considered to be strictly a 
condition; and, unless the condition is fulfilled, the limitation 
over fails; but it is quite clear that the testator here meant a 
conditional limitation over on the failure of the prior limita- 
tion, howsoever that failure _— happen.” In the well- 
argued case of Underwood v. Wing. 4 De G. M. & G. 633 
s.c., 3 W. R, 228, there was a gift over “in case my ‘(the 
testator’s) wife shall die in my lifetime; ” and on behalf of the 
next of kin it was argued that this was a conditional gift, and 
that the legatee could only take upon the happening of the 
event on which the condition rested; but, on the other side, it 
was contended that the words did not imply a strict condition, 
but only manifested the testator’s intention as to his Ly wf 
in the event ot his wife not becoming entitled to it. Lord Cran- 
worth there held that the gift over was dependent on the event 
of the testator surviving his wife—in other words, that the 
legatee did not become entitled from the mere fact of the gift 
to the wife failing to have practical operation. The following 
is a useful statement of what has been established by the cases 
which were cited on the other side in support of the proposition; 
that if from any cause whatsoever the prior gift cannot take 
effect, the second or alternative gift becomes operative. “ All 
these cases,” said his Lordship, “may, I think, be classed 
under two heads—first, cases where there is a prior particular 
interest given, and then, on the death of the devisee or legates 
in remainder under age, there is a gift over, and the gift over 
lias been held to take effect, though the first taker never came 
into existence, and so could not fulfil literally the condition of 
dying under twenty-one; and secondly, cases where a devise or 
bequest is made with an obligation imposed on the devisee or 
legatee to do some act, in default of which being done there is 
a gift over. If the legatec or devisce dies in the testator’s life- 
time, there the gift over has been held te take effect.” 
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COMMON LAW. 


AMENDMENTS AT Nist Privs—15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, 8. 222 
—Non-JOINDER OF WIFE. 
Garrard vy. Giubelei, C. B., 10 W. KR, 213. 

Some-of the cases on the clauses in the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Acts as to amendments of the record, and particularly 
as to the construction of 15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, s. 222, may be 
termed (in allusion to another branch of the law) disabling 
decisions, others enabling ones, ‘The latter are by far the 
more Numerous class, inasmuch as the spirit both of our legis- 
lators and judges is, at the present day, eminently a liberal 
one; but the present case is an instance in which those pro- 
visions have most properly received a restrictive construction. 
The action was brought fcr goods supplied to the defendant's 
wife; but at the trial it appeared they had been supplied to her 
dum sola, and thereupon application was made for leave to add 
her name as a co-defendant. ‘The reason for this application 
was that as the law stood before the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1852, and as it still is, notwithstanding that statute, it is 
essential to join the wife as a co-defendant in suing the husband 
on @ contract entered into by, or on a demand accruing against, 
her before marriage; and this whether the cause of action were 
(as in the present case) complete before marriage, or had its 
inception before and its completion afterwards, as in the case of 
a promissory note given by a feme sole who marries before it 
becomes payable. It is said that the husband, in such cases, 
cannot be sued alone even if he expressly promises to pay, pro- 
vided there be no new consideration (Mitchinson v. Hewson, 7 
T. R. 348), and the mistake may be taken advantage of under 
any plea (such as the general issue) which denies the contract 
declared on. In the present case the judge presiding at the trial 
conceived he had power to amend as desired, and accordingly 
made the necessary correction of the record, and the plaintiff 
had a verdict; but leave was reserved to the defendant to move 
that a nonsuit be entered instead; and the validity of the 
amendment was thus brought before the Court for their 
decision. 

It was admitted that the Common Law Procedure Act, 
though it contained several provisions for correcting mistakes 
made in selecting the proper plaintiffs, lad no clause expressly 
allowing the name of any defendant to be added; though by 
sect. 37 a defendant improperly joined may be struck out; but 
it was contended that the power to make such addition, in or- 
der to determine in the existing suit the real question at issue 
between the parties, was conferred on the judge at Nisi Prius 
by the 222nd section, To this the Court replied that the 
question requiring consideration was whether the circumstance 
that the person sought to be added as a co-defendant was the 
wife of the original defendant made any difference: for as to 
bringing in a stranger at the trial, that would clearly be “a 
glaring injustice.” But the Court were of opinion that the 
circumstance of the defendant who was proposed to be added 
happening to be the wife of the original defendant, did not 
really affect the matter; and that bringing in any party to de- 
fend at that stage of the proceedings was beyond the principles 
of amendment. The rule for a nonsuit was consequently 
made absolute. 

It may be added to what fell from the Court, and as an 
additional reason for the course adopted, that under certain 
circumstances, as where the wife has separate property of her 
own, the joining her as defendant against her will at the 
trial might well be productive of the greatest hardship; for 
she would have no opportunity of raising any defence (such 
as a discharge under the bankrupt law) and on a judgment 
passing against her and her husband, she might be taken in 
execution, _Nor, under the circumstances supposed—namely, 
her possession of property not under the control of her hus- 
band—would she be ordered to be discharged from such 
execution, as she would be if she had no such property. 
(See Jvens v. Butler, 7 Ell. & Bl. 159.) 


ParTIEs TO AcTIoNs—LIABILITY OF SuB-CONTRACTOR. 
Butler v. Hunter, Ex., 10 W, R. 214. 


In order to make one man liable for the wrongful conduct of 
another, which has occasioned injury to a third party, the 
materjal point is to establish that the person by whom the act 
was committed stood in the relation of servant to the defend- 
ant jin reference to the act done; though the defendant may 
be thus liable if the general relationship of master and servant 
did not exist between him and the person by whom the act 
was done, by reason of his personal interference. A well- 
known leading case on this subject is that of Lougher v. 
Pointer (4 B. & C. 548), where the majority of the Court of 





Queen’s Bench held that the hirer of job horses was only liable 
for an accident caused by them if he himself interfered with 
the manner in which they were driven, but that otherwise the 
responsibility fell on the job master whose servant the driver 
of such horses must be held to be; and the principle was after- 
wards confirmed in Quarman v. Burnett (6 Mee. & W. 499), 
and in many other subsequent cases. A party, then, who has 
been injured may either proceed against the person actually 
injuring him, or against the employer of such person. But he 
cannot go further, and sue the person who directed the work to 
be done, witbout knowing who tyas to be employed in its actual 
conduct. For such person can, in no sense, be deemed the 
master of the person by whom the injurious act was done; and, 
therefore, in such cases only the actual party or the middle 
man can be sued. Rapson v. Cubitt (9 Mee. & W. 719) is a 
useful illustration of this rule. There the defendant was a 
builder employed by the committee of a club to fix some gas 
fittings, and he sub-contracted with B., a gas-fitter, to execute 
the work. An explosion took place in consequence of the 
negligence of B.’s workmen, and tlie defendant was held not to 
be liable, as between him and the workmen engaged by B., 
the relationship of master and servant did not exist. In 
all such cases the sub-contractor, and he only, is the person 
liable. 

Of the above principle a great variety of illustrations might 
be drawn from recent decisions; and among these the present 
case is a useful one to be noted. It was an action brought 
against a man for injuries occasioned to the plaintiff by the 
improper and careless way in which the defendant’s house was 
taken down. But it appeared that the defendant had employed 
a builder to take down the house; who accordingly engaged 
workmen, by whose carelessness the accident happened. It 
also appeared that the defendant had not himself personally 
interfered with the work. Upon these facts the judge directed 
a non-suit, which was held correct by the Court. Indeed, ac- 
cording to the cases, the point is so extremely clear that it is a 
matter of some snrprise and regret that leave to move should 
have been reserved, and thus increase the costs already in- 
curred. It is true that at one period a liar degree of 
liability was held to attach to the occupiers of houses and 
buildings, and they were thought liable for the conduct of all 
those whom they either mediately or immediately brought on 
their premises. It was on this principle that the case of Bush 
v. Steinman (1 Bos. & P. 404) was decided, but that case has 
long been determined not to be law; and this exploded doctrine 
should not (as it probably was) have been relied upon by the 
plaintiff in the present case. 


1 I alll 
The Provinces. 


ee 


LiverPoot.—IJn re John Holden, an attorney—At the 
Court of Bankruptcy, on the 10th inst., Mr. Commissioner 
Perry gave judgment in the case of this bankrupt, an attorney 
in Liverpool, whose application for order of discharge had been 
opposed by Mr. Charles Pemberton, on behalf of Messrs. 
Wright & Venn, of London, and by Mr. Harris, of Preston. 
His Honour said—Notwithstanding that the case of this bank- 
rupt, who presented a petition against himself, which before 
the Act would have been properly presented to the Insolvent 
Court, has occupied the attention of the Court for several days, 
yet it has heen much narrowed by the argument, for, although 
Mr. Pemberton, who appeared for Messrs. Wright & Venn, 
contended that, under the second and third branches of the 
2ist section, the Court was bound to direct the bankrupt to be 
prosecuted for a misdemeanour. I agree with Mr. Almond, who 
appeared in support of the bankrupt’s case, in the opinion that, 
whatever might be the view taken by the Court of the bank- 
rupt’s conduct, that section applies only to the acts or things 
which a bankrupt shall do after the commencement of the 
Act, and has not any retrospective operation whatever. This 
being my opinion, I have only to look at the evidence with a 
view to the provisions of the 159th section, and am thus con- 
fined to consider the conduct of the bankrupt before and after 
adjudication, and the manner and circumstances in and under 
which his debts have been contracted. In this case, I am of 
opinion that the bankrupt could not have had, at the time 
his debt of £200 was contracted with Messrs. Lodge and 
Harris, any reasonable or probable ground of expectation 
of being able to pay it; and also that his insolvency 
is in part attributable to extravagance in living; and that his 
conduct in neglecting to look into his affairs properly—no 
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balance-sheet having been prepared showing the state of them 
from 1855 to 1860—has been very reprehensible; and also that 
his conduct with respect to the statement of accounts filed in 
this court exhibited the greatest degree of negligence,.to use no 
stronger term; and that his conduct also in giving information 
to the officer of this court who went to take possession of his 
effects, that there was nothing belonging to him, but that it 
was his sister’s, and that there was an inventory taken of all, 
as to which last the bankrupt offered no explanation whatever, 
merits the strongest censure of this Court. By reason, then, of 
the mode in which the debt of £200 to Messrs. Lodge & 
Harris was contracted, and by reason of the several cases of 
conduct before mentioned, I think that the bankrupt is not 
entitled to an immediate order of discharge, but that the order 
of discharge must be suspended for two years, and that no pro- 
tection ought to be given until the expiration of six calendar 
months. Application was then made for protection for twenty-~ 
one days, with a view to the bankrupt appealing to the Lords 
Justices. The Commissioner, however, only granted protection 
for ten days, with leave to apply for a renewal for a longer 


Otppury.—Attorneys’ Clerks Pleading in County Courts.— 
On the 8th instant, at the sitting of the Oldbury County Court, 
before Allan McLean Skinner, Esq., Q.C., Mr. Ebsworth called 
his Honour’s attention to the practice of permitting unqualified 
advocates to address the Court. This practice, he said, had 
been checked by Sir Walter Riddell, Bart., the judge of the 
North Staffordshire County Court, who had insisted on a com- 
pliance with the terms of the Act of Parliament and Rule of 
Court defining what ‘persons should be admitted to advocate. 
Mr. Ebsworth referred to the 10th section of the Act of 15 
& 16 Vict., cap. 54, which enacts that it shall bé lawful for 
the party to the suit or other proceedings, or for an attorney 
of one of her Majesty’s superior courts of record, “ being an 
attorney acting generally in the action for such party, but 
not an attorney retained as an advocate by such first-mentioned 
attorney,” to address the Court. Mr. Ebsworth also referred 
to the tule, which decided that the Act of Parliament shall 
apply to all proceedings in insolvency, and for protection, ‘‘ and 
to other matters which may come before the Court,” and 
went on to state that a practice had become prevalent of 
attorneys employing clerks, who were admi attorneys, 
to stise as advocates in the county courts, and the 
learned judge (Sir Walter Riddell) had determined not 
to permit such clerks to address the Court, and had invited 
hig registrar to direct attention to all attempts to evade tho 
rale. This being the case, and as it appeared anomalous to 
have one practice in North Staffordshire and a different one in 
South Staffordshire, it was desirable his Honour’s attention 
should be directed to the subject, with a view to uniformity 
of procedure consistent with the Act of Parliament. His 
Honour said, that rape: a laxity had hitherto prevailed, 
yet the Act was plain and imperative, and he should rely on 
the profession assisting him to carry out its provisions. At 
the same time, on being appointed judge, he had found a state 
of things existing which was inconsistent with the law, and 
therefote he should consider the matter with reference to the 
future practice of the Court, having regard to the proceedings 
which may be now pending. 





Foreign Tribunals and Jurisprudence. 


FRANCE. 

The Imperial Court of Paris recently gave judgment on an 
appeal from a decision of the Tribunal of Chalons, which con- 
demned a “. Hadot to a fine of 16f. for having added his wile’s 
name, d’Orville, to his own, in several legal documents which 
he had to sign, and further directed that mention of the judg- 
ment should be made in the margin of the registry of the 
birth of M. Hadot’s children born before the year 1858, when 
the recent law against the assumption of additional names came 
into force. An appeal was lodged against that decision, both 
by M. Hadot and the Procureur Impérial. M. Hadot’s counsel 
pleaded that his client had only taken his wife's name to dis- 
tinguish himself from a number of persons bearing the name of 
Hadot, and. not from any desire to pretend to noble birth by 
the use of the particle de. Also, that the ‘I'ribunal of Chalons 
had-no right to. order mention of the judgment on the margin 
of his children’s registry, since they were born in 1850 and 
1853, and. the names legally given to them at the time could 
not be affected by a law passed in 1858. Tha Procureur 


Impérial, on the other hand, declared that as M. Hadot ‘had 
persisted in using the addition of d’Orville (though his wife’ 
family name was only Dorville), after being officially informed 
of its illegality, and had so signed the deliberations of the muni- 
cipal council and other public documents, the penalty of 16f. was 
altogether insufficient; and he further maintained that the 
mention of the judgment ought to be made on the registry of 
the children, otherwise it would result that M. Hadot could. 
give them an apparently noble name which he had no right to 
bear himself. ‘The Court, considering that the penalty inflicted 
by the Tribunal. of Chalons was insufficient, condemned M. 
Hadot to a fine of 500f. for having, after being duly warned of its 
illegality, signed several public documents with the assumed 
name ot ‘‘ d’Orville” added to his own, and further directed 
that mention of the judgment should be made in the mar- 
gin of all documents so signed. since 1858, but not in those 
previously to that date, as the new law had no retrospective 
power. M, Hadot was also condemned to pay all costs. 





An appeal from a judgment of the Tribunal of. Premiére 
Instance ¢ame on for beating before the Imperial Court on 
Saturday last, in which the parties interested were Mr. Phalen, 
a wealthy American, residing in Paris, and M. Troyon, the 
proprietor of a house, in which the former occupied furnished 
apartments. Early last year M. Troyon inserted the following 
advertisement in the journals:—* To be let, handsome apart- 
ments, furnished, occupied by Mr. and Mrs, Phalen, at’ 43, 
Rue de l'Universite, at a rent of 30,000f. a-year.” Mr. Phalen 
did not approve such publicity being given to his name, afd, 
after protesting in vain against the continued insertion of the 
advertisement, he sued M. Troyon for damages, which were 
laid at 5,000f, On the other hand M. Troyon, who wanted 
to let his apartments sued Mr. Phalen for 15,000f. damages, be- 
cause he had refused to allow intending purchasers to see 
them. In giving judgment on these cross-actions the 
Tribunal decided that, as Mr. Phalen’s occupancy did not 
expire till the 1st of October, he was not bound to admit per- 
sons to see the apartments until after the Ist of July, whereas 
the advertisements were inserted in February; that the intro- 
duction of Mr. Phalen’s name was altogether unjustifiable; 
that Mr. Phalen had, by these proceedings on the part of 
Troyon, been troubled in the peaceful occupancy of his lodg- 
ings, and was entitled to compensation; that Troyon’s com- 
plaint of a refusal to show the apartments was unfounded, as 
he had no right to send persons to see them until he had given 
due notice to the occupant that they were tobe let. The 
Tribunal therefore decided that Troyon must omit the name 
of his tenant in all future advertisements, and condemned 
him to pay 200f., with all costs of suit. Against that judg- 
ment M. Troyon appealed, but the Court confirmed the former 


judgment. 





Any person who requires evidence of the solicitude with 
which England watches over and protects her subjects, even 
the meanest of them, in whatever part of the world they may 
be, will find it in the following occurrence :—At the last assizes 
of the Bouches-du-Rhone two English sailors were tried for 
murder. The Court appointed M. Bouteille as advocate to 
defend them, and they were acquitted. The English Consul 
at Marseilles hastened to Aix to thank the advocate, and offer 
him his fee, which he declined to accept, and the Consul left 
with the two sailors, whom he sent to England. Shortly shit, ' 
wards M. Bouteille received a case containing a collection of 
English laws, in five volumes, richly bound, and i 
Queen Victoria’s arms, and the inscription,—“ The ig 
Government to M. Martial Bouteille, advocate at Aix, in = 
hition of the talent, zeal, and disinterestedness with which a 
defended its subjects.” 





The Civil Tribunal of Tours has recently been engaged in 
an action very singular in its character, and affording a 
curious illustration of the manners and laws of France. The 
action was brought by the Baron and Baroness de 
L and their son, M. Georges de L , to have 
the marriage of the latter with Mdlle. Francoise @ ¥ 
the Countess de R———, a Jady well. known both in 
Paris aud London, declared null and void. M. Georges. . 
de L had travelled in the south of Europe to 
recruit his health and character. .He had been away from 
hume about six months, when, in September, 1859, his mother 

















received from him a letter, acquainting her that he had fallen 
in love with a lovely Swiss widow—rich, handsome, and pro- 
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vided with a pledge of the affection of her former consort in 
the shape of a little girl about eight years old, and winding 
up with a request that she and his father would give their 
consent to his marriage with this paragon of widows. His 
mother, however, treated the matter as a joke, and withheld 
her consent. Her son centinued to correspond with her, but 


his letters contained no further allusion to his fair enchantress. | 


This silence having aroused the suspicions of the baroness 
and her husband, inquiries were set on foot, and it was ascer- 
tained that their son was living with the Countess at Turin. 

Simultaneously with this Mdme. de L learnt that 
her son and his bride elect had withdrawn to Locarno, in 
Switzerland, in a country house belonging to M. Brofferio, 
the great Piedmontese advocate. She also obtained from Paris 
fall particulars regarding the past life of the so-called Countess 
de R Hearing that the marriage was soon to take 
place, the parents lodged a complaint against it in the hands 
of the governor of the canton of Ticino, and at the same time 
informed the son that they forbade the banns, that they would 
exert themselves to have the marriage annulled, and that they 
would cut him off with a shilling. In spite of all this, the 
marriage was duly celebrated, and eight days afterwards, M. 
Georges de L————. crowned this piece of folly with another 
still more egregious—he acknowledged as his own legitimate 
child the bastard offspring of his wife with some previous 
lover. The property of the Countess ofcourse turned out all 
moonshine, and after being reduced to the greatest extremities 
the husband enacted the part of the prodigal son. He de- 
serted his wife, returned to his parents, and joined in the 
present application to have the marriage annulled. 

This, in short, is the story as presented by the counsel for 
the plaintiffs, but the advocate for the defendant, the 
* Countess,” presented matters in a very different light, and, 
what is more, proved his case by documentary evidence, which 
represented the conduct of M. Georges de L—— in the‘ 
blackest colours. He did not attempt to whitewash his cliente 
but contrived very effectually to blacken her husband. He 
proved that in Italy M. Georges de L—— had been in th 
habit of paying court to a variety of young ladies, and swind- 
ling their papas out of various sums of money. At Turin he 
was reduced to the verge of starvation when he fell in with his 
old acquaintance the Countess de R——, who had at that time 
a large sum of money by her, and was well provided with 
clothes and jewellery. For five months he lived with her at 
Turin, and entirely at her expense. His extravagant habits 
soon'got through her stock of ready money, and he gave evidence 
showing that she had sold and pawned her effects to provide for 
his expenses. She had consented to do all this in conse- 
quence of his promise to marry her. M. Brofferio (said 
the counsel) had behaved most handsomely in the 
matter. He had lent money to M. G. de L, , and the 
latter had actually borrowed money from his wife’s father to 
repay it. After the marriage he had deserted his wife, and his 
cowardice in doing so was on a par with the baseness of his 
previous conduct. This was not the case of a young and in- 
experienced man fallen into a trap artfully laid by a scheming 
adventuress. He was eight-and-twenty, and whatever deceit 
had been practised, had been at the expense of the Countess de 
R——. The advocate then proceeded to argue the law of the 
case, pleading that it should be held that in this instance locus 
regit actum, and adjuring the Court not to give a profligate 
and heartless schemer the benefit of a law intended to protect 
innocence aud inexperience from the designs of mere fortune- 
hunters. 

Tue Procureur Imperial insisted that neither party were en- 
titled to any relaxation in the administration of the law on 
their behalf, but the Court, after a long deliberation, was 
unable to come to a decision, two of the four judges pronoun- 
cing for the validity of the marriage and two against it. The 
Court therefore ordered the case to be re-argued before them 
on a future day. 

This case has excited considerable interest in Paris, where 
the two principal parties are well known. 














The great iegal question whether the French Civil Code 
prevents the marriage of priests remains for the present unde- 
cided. The Court of Perigueux, after hearing a most brilliant 
argument from M. Jules Favre on behalf of M. Bron de 
Lauriére, a priest whom the mayor refused to marry, and after 
an expression of opinion by the Judge-Advocate against the 
priest, found itself unable to pronounce a judgment, two 
judges being in favour of the plaintiff, and two against him. 
In consequence of this division the case will be argued again 
next month, with an additional judge on the bench. 





Rebiews. 


The Bankruptcy Act, 1861, and General Orders in Bank- 
ruptcy, with Notes and a full Index. Edited by Wiuttam 
Downes GrirFitn, of the Inner Temple, Esq., Barrister- 
at-Law. H. Sweet. 1862. 


There can hardly be a more embarrassing task than to edit 
an Act of Parliament which interferes with and disarranges an 
important branch of law, without substituting any well-con- 
sidered and consistent system in its place. The recent Bank- 
ruptcy and Insolvency Act, while it adds to, displaces, and 
otherwise varies, much of previously existing law, attempts 
nothing like its consolidation or re-arrangement according to 
the requirements of the new enactments. It is not surprising, 
therefore, that the Act has given rise to many difficulties, 
or that so careful an editor as Mr. Griffith should often find 
himself at a loss how to reconcile its provisions, and those of 
the Acts of 1849 and 1854, with so much of which as remain 
unrepealed the Act of 1861 is to be “construed together.” 
Even if it were possible to discover how much of the former 
two Acts “remain unrepealed,” an all-pervading element of 
confusion in “ construing together” these three statutes has 
been introduced by the interpretation clause of the Jast of 
them, according to which several terms used in them all are 
interpreted differently from the definition of the same terms 
contained in the interpretation clauses of the former Acts. 
Mr. Griffith inclines to the opinion that the words in the older 
Acts are not to receive a new interpretation, but are still to be 
defined according to the interpretation clauses of the respective 
older Acts, which we suppose is about all that a lawyer can 
safely say upon the subject. But in addition to the obscurity 
thus introduced into the law and practice of bankruptcy, the 
recent Act is characterised by many deficiences and ambigui- 
ties, the greater part of which Mr. Griffith points out in a very 
perspicuous manner. He starts with the proposition that ‘the 
most that can be done towards aiding in the interpretation and 
in the practical application of the law in such circumstances, 
is to suggest where the difficulties, or the most prominent of 
them, are likely to arise; to show how difficulties of a like 
nature, if any such have arisen, have been met in other cases; 
and to point out analogies in the former law, to the doubtful 
questions involved in the new, and show how donbts have been 
resolved in such analogous cases.” He has not, like some of 
his predecessors, attempted to include the portions of the 
former statute law which remain unrepealed, but has confined 
himself to the points in which the new Act has modified the 
former law. His work does not profess to be a treatise upon the 
entire law of bankruptcy, and yet he freely touches upon the 
older cases wherever it was necessary, either on account of 
their disagreement or uncertainty. or for the purpose of eluci- 
dating the new statute. The main value of the book, however, 
is derived from the very practical and learned “ reading” of the 
statute itself which itcontains. As a general rule, whoever re- 
quires to be informed about the old law must consult some other 
authority ; but as an intelligent exposition of the new law this 
manual has no rival. It is by far the most complete treatise on 
the subject that has yet appeared; and, although it is compara- 
tively late in coming into the field, the delay is well accounted 
for by the laborious care and completeness which characterise 
every page of it. We are unable, as reviewers, to enumerate 
all the instances in which Mr. Griffith points out important 
peculiarities of the Act of 1861. It will be useful for our 
readers, however, to be made acquainted with a few of these; 
and although for the sake of brevity we shall avoid further 
acknowledgment of our obligations to the learned author of 
this work we desire at once to confess our indebtedness 
to him for the greater part of the criticisms upon the Act which 
follow. 

All our readers are aware by this time that non-traders 
are now subject to be made bankrupt for (amongst other things) 
making a fraudulent conveyance of property with intent to 
defraud creditors. The effect of a strange omission in the 70th 
section of the Act probably is that such a conveyance, if exe- 
cuted out of the country by a non-trader, is not an act of. 
bankruptcy. 

Under the judgment-debtor summons clauses, sect. 76, &c., 
it seems that upon a decree of a court of equity for an order to 
pay the sum of not more than £20, a debtor might be adjudi- 
cated a bankrupt;—sect. 89 which defines the amount of the 
debt necessary to qualify a creditor to make his debtor bankrupt, 
applying in terms only to creditors petitioning for adjudication. 

Again, a number of difficulties are pointed out arising on 
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sect. 90, which provides that, in the case of a non-trader, the 
debt of a petitioning creditor must be, except in certain cases, 
a debt contracted after the passing of the Act, and a judgment 
debtor summons, in such cases, must be in respect of a debt 
contracted or of a liability incurred after the passing of the 
Act. Does this mean that the judgment has been recovered 
after the passing of the Act, or that the cause of action 
accrued after the passing of the Act? Will a scire facias, 
after the passing of the Act, renew for the purpose of issuing 
such a summons a judgment recovered before? 

The effect of giving criminal jurisdiction to the commissioners 
is commented on also by Mr. Griffith, and a curious probable 
result suggested—viz., that the Lords Justices’ Court may very 
probably be converted into a criminal court, for the appeal is 
not confined to the civil side of the Court of Bankruptcy. Also 
if-one party has a right of appeal it would seem the other may 
have it likewise. This, at least, should not be left in doubt. 

With regard to the new act of bankruptcy, by a trader 
who suffers execution to be levied, there are several points 
worthy of observation pointed out. In the first instance the 
execution must be only on a judgment recovered in an 
action for debt, or a money demand, though there seems no 
reason, when once the judgment has liquidated the sum, and 
converted a claim for damages into an actual debt, why any 
distinction should be retained compelling one to examine the 
remote root of the action; but waiving this, the sheriff, as 
is shown, ought not to proceed with the execution if, before 
the sale, a petition for adjudication be presented, and there 
is nothing to indemnify him if he do; at the same time there 
is no provision for notice being given to him of the presenta- 
tion of the petition, and nothing requiring the petition to be 
followed ta order of adjudication: in fact it may be dismissed 
so far as the provisions of the Act are concerned. Mr. Griffith 
has also remarked, with reference to this act of bankruptcy, 
and the effect of a registrar’s adjudication without petition 
against a prisoner, a difference in the mode of dealing with 
the property of the bankrupt, for which it is hard to give 
any reason. Upon an adjudication in the regular course, 
on an act of bankruptcy, by lying in prison, the act of 
bankruptey dates as of the day on which it becomes com- 
plete—i.e., the 14th day, or last day of the two months from 
the imprisonment, as the case may be—and the adjudication 
by the ordinary rule would relate to that day only, but by 
the 103rd section, in the case of a registrar’s adjudication 
without petition, the adjudication relates to the day of im- 
prisonment, so as to avoid all intervening acts. 

The act of bankruptcy by lyingin prison, which, as is well 
known, is an old act of bankruptcy, has had a change made in 
it with questionable advantage. At the end of sect. 71 it is 
provided that no debtor shall be adjudicated bankrupt on such 
an act unless, having been summoned, he shall not offer secu- 
rity for the debt inrespect of which he is imprisoned or detained, 
thus confining to the execution or detaining creditor the power 
of proceeding to make the debtor bankrupt, which might have 
been exercised formerly by any of his creditors, 

On the clause as to proof of debt, sect. 151, the departure 
from the former law is remarked in the case of a debt payable 
by instalments. The former law allowed a debitum in presenti 

in futuro to be proved, but dividends were only to 
be allowed on the sum minus a rebate of interest. Now, no 
provision is made for any rebate of interest, and it would seem 
that dividends must be paid on the whole proof. Another re- 
mark on the same section is, that there is no exception made 
of debts incurred after an act of bankruptcy, with notice to 
the creditor of its commission; it seems in such case, if the 
debt is payable by instalments, and contracted before the 
fling of the petition, the creditcr may prove and receive divi- 

ends. 

On the removal of a creditors’ assignee the oficial assignee 
may be appointed (sect. 139) to wind up the estate; but there 
is no provision to revest in him the bankrupt’s estate, which 
has been devested by the appointment of a creditors’ assignee ; 
and a grave question will arise as to where the legal estate is 
vested, and whether a conveyance will not be.necessary to be 
made by the dismissed creditors’ assignee on the matter of 
relation of the assignee’s title to the act of bankruptcy. 

The instances of innovation or uncertainty in the recent 
statute which we have mentioned, do not constitute anything 
like the entire number of those which Mr. Griffith has pointed 
out in the work before us. They will be tufficient, however, 
to assure the reader of its general character. We shall only 
repeat that it is unquestionably the best work on the existing 
law and practice in bankruptcy, and that it has the most com- 
plete and exhaustive index of any law book we have ever seen. 





A Genealogical and Heraldic Dictionary of the Peerage and 
Baronetage of the British Empire. By Sir Bernarp 
Burke, Ulster King of Arms, Twenty-fourth edition. 
Harrison, Pall Mall. 1862. 

Sir Bernard Burke has now for some time been a king among 
the heralds, and it is no wonder therefore, that he is facile 
princeps of genealogical and heraldic writers. This edi- 
tion of his peerage and baronetage is really a marvellous per- 
formance, whether we regard the immense variety of its details 
the curious learning which it necessarily involves, and the accu- 
racy by which it is characterised throughout. It may be said 
that a review of such a work hardly falls within our province, 
and that lawyers have not much to do with the pee 
though few of our readers, perhaps, will make the latter objec- 
tion when they call to mind the large quota which the judicial 
bench has contributed to the ranks of our nobility. But how- 
ever interesting it may be to members of the legal profession 
to read about the origin and dignities of those who have 
sprung from the law, it is not upon this ground merely that we 
recommend the work of Sir Bernard Burke. As a book of 
reference for lawyers it is invaluable. They can find nowhere 
else as in this book and his Landed Gentry such 
reliable and complete pedigrees, and such accurate infor- 
mation of the families of their most distinguished clients; 
and even on such practical matters as are involved in convey- 
ancing it is frequently very useful to be able to lay one’s hands 
upon such ahelp. Lawyers, moreover, not less than other 
members of her Majesty's subjects, take an interest in all that 
relates to our hereditary legislators;—who are in fact identi- 
fied with the legal as well as the general history of the country. 
In truth, there is no less troublesome or more interesting way 
of acquiring historical knowledge than by glancing over the 

ages of such a Peerage as that of Sir Bernard Burke. 

It is full of history written in the pleasantest style from 

the most interesting point of view, namely, the biographical. 

The getting up of the work—its letter-press and binding— 
is in the very best style of its publishers, who are also famous 
in their own way. 

Sir Bernard Burke’s Landed Gentry is perhaps better known 
to the practising lawyer than the work now before us. The 
two volumes (when the announced new edition of The 
Landed Gentry appears) will together constitute in them- 
selves a perfect library of pedigrees. 


& 
> 


DISBARMENT OF MR. EDWIN JAMES, Q.C. 

We extracted last week at some length without comment 
from a very interesting article relating to the disbarment of 
Mr. Edwin James, which appears in the current number of the 
Law Magazine. This article, which is highly interesting in 
itself, has all the appearance of being written, if not with the 
express authority, at least with the sanction, of the benchers 
of the Inner Temple. It was a subject of general complaint 
when they pronounced their sentence that the entire pro- 
ceedings were conducted in secret, and that even the very 
charges against Mr. James were not officially made known, 
although not only the profession but the general public were 
of course acquainted with them in all their details. We then 
urged upon the benchers as strongly as we could the propriety 
of making some official announcement at least of the allega- 
tions against Mr. James. The article in the Law Magazine 
has all the appearance of being a compliance with this request. 
It mainly consists of a careful and elaborate report of the 
proceedings before the benchers, of which the writer evidently 
possesses such full information as to raise the necessary impli- 
cation either that he is himself a bencher or that the statement 
is tendered to the profession on behalf of the general body 
of the Bench; and it appears to have been so received by the 
public press. The extract which we made last week carried 
down the proceedings to the 12th of June last. The writer 
then goes on to relate the benchers’ continued inquiry, and 
states that, “as the examinations afterwards demon- 
strated, Mr. James’s own evidence was a tissue of suppresgions, 
falsehoods, and perversions of fact; and that his accounts of the 
inculpated pecuniary transactions no more resembled the after 
parol and documentary evidence than the moon resembles the 
sun.” 
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We said last week that Mr. James, in his examination of the 
12th of June, consented to the examination of Mr. Joseph 
Parkes, and desired that he might be summoned as a witness. 
The writer in the Law Magazine then proceeds as follows: — 

“The benchers, thus challenged, requested the attendance 
of all the gentlemen connected with Mr. James's acts in 
question. Mr. Joseph Parkes, examined by the recorder on 
the 12th of June in the presence of Mr. James, on being 
summoned, expressed and repeatedly but “ respectfully” re- 
fused to give any testimony unless distinctly permitted by Mr. 
James; alleging the same reasons stated by Mr. ‘Tallents in a 
letter of the latter to the committee. Mr. Parkes referred to 
Mr. James for his reconsideration of the consent for examina- 
tion. Mr. James thereupon recanting his permission, the 
Recorder and Dr. Lushington reminded the accused of his 
recent assent to the summons of Lord Yarborongh’s advisers: 
the Recorder pithily reminding Mr. James that it was strange 
he should now object, as “I understood you had given us 
already the account of whmt passed between you and Mr. 
Parkes.” Mr. James thus transfixed, answered that if Mr. 
Parkes chose to be interrogated he should not himself oppose 
that gentleman's examination. Mr. Parkes distinctly refused 
such exonaretur, repeatedly reminding Mr. James that he 
should deem himself privileged for Mr. James’s sake not 
to divulge anything except on that gentleman’s specific re- 
quest and full assent. And when Mr. James, again pressed 
by the benchers, wavered, Mr. Parkes was still dumb; warn- 
ing the learned gentleman that if he did on consent submit to 
examination he could only give “a brief, full, and entire his- 
tory of facts.” In answer to a succeeding question of the 
Bench—whether Lord Yarborough had any objection to the ex- 
atiination of his advisers—Mr. Parkes answered “ Certainly 
not.” Mr. James then said, that if it was the wish of Lord 
Yarborough his advisers might be examined, and he himself 
would not object. Mr. Parkes, evidently not permitting the 
saddle being put on the wrong horse, answered Mr. James— 
that the latter, not the noble Earl, must be the consenting 
party. Ultimately Mr. James, in answer to the Recorder's 
renewed pressure for consent or dissent, replied, “I would 
oo. withdraw my dissent if Mr. Parkes thinks I ought to 

0 30,” 

The statement in the Law Magazine from which we quote 
then proceeds to show that, although Mr. James discon- 
tinued his attendance on the inquiry, he consented to its pro- 
ceeding, and also to the examination of Mr. Parkes, and con- 
tinues— 

We will now simply give the substance of Mr. Parkes’s 
fall and clear evidence. ‘The facts will speak for them- 
selves, They are, summarily—that Mr. James, thus intro- 
duced. to Lord Yarborough’s acquaintance, became intimate 
with the son; that he first, in September, 1857, Lord 
Worsley, just of age, for his own exclusive benefit and use, 
obtained his lordship’s co-responsibility to loans in insurance 
offices for the gross sum of £4,500 or thereabouts, secured 
on life policies; that some time afterwards in 1858 Lord Yarbo- 
rough was only informed of his son’s involvement by an anony- 
mous letter; that communication his lordship enclosed to Mr. 
James, and the Earl ultimately referring Mr. James to Mr. 
Tallents, the noble lord’s solicitor. The learned gentleman 
thus pressed penned the most abject apologies, with solemn 
promises of an early liquidation of his debt. The correspondence 
was afterwards put in by Mr. Tallents, and it contained Mr. 
James's pledge early to relieve Lord Worsley entirely of the 
whole liabilities, Mr. Parkes stated Mr. Tallents’ subsequent 
discovery of nearly £30,000 of further responsibilities of Lord 
Worsley for Mr. James! This disclosure of course brought 
matters to a crisis. Mr. Tallents, under the Earl’s instruc- 
tions, proceeded to fathom Mr. James's debts; and cautiously, 
unknown to Mr. James, he inquired into the general pecu- 
eniary relations of Lord Worsley to such liabilities for 
his learned friend. Eventually Mr. Tallents communicated 
with Mr. James in writing, the latter in replies affording not 
a syllable or figure of explanation, but making abortive attempts 
for a personal meeting. Mr. Tallents, however, preferring pen 
and ink intercourse, at last insisted on a reference to Mr. 
James's solicitor. Nothing satisfactory resulting, and the 
execution in the meantime entering the Berkeley Square house 
at tlie suit of a hostile and bond fide creditor, Mr. Tallents 
asked Lord Yarborough’s permission to consult some second 
gentleman, and his lordship referring him to Mr, Parkes, those 


two gentlemen finally decreed Mr. James to give up his seat | 


in Parliament, to retire from the clubs (Lord Yarborough 





having introduced him to Brooks's and Lord Worsley being a 
member), and Mr. James finally executed a warrant of attor- 
ney to Lord Worsley for the full debt. 

Mr. Parkes put in the following written undertaking of Mr. 
James. This damning instrument needs no commentary. It 
is best that Mr. James, in our résumé of the evidence, should 
as far as possible speak for himself:— 

“In consequence of pecuniary transactions of Mr. Edwin 
James, Q.C., and Lord Worsley, the following terms form the 
only and final conditions which could induce the Earl of Yar- 
borough to withhold from the public a statement of all the 
facts in relation to his conduct, 

“1, That Mr. James immediately gives to Lord Yarborough’s 
solicitor a schedule of his own entire debts and pecuniary lia- 
bilities, dated and signed by his own hand, 

“2, That Mr. James's professional adviser forthwith pre- 
pares a creditors’ trust deed, or letter of licence, and takes 
immediate steps to ascertain whether all, or in number and 
amount of claims what proportion, will accept deferred pay- 
ment not bearing interest, by periodical division of his future 
income, secured on letter of licence or his assignment to trus- 
tees (to be hereinafter agreed upon), no creditor having any 
preference or any private arrangement or understanding with 
Mr. James; and that such trust deed shall contain a cove- 
nant by Mr. James against his contraction of any further 
debt or pecuniary liability. 

“3, That if the creditors become parties to such an arrange- 
ment and trust deed, Mr. James shall be allowed such a pro- 
portion of his future professional income as may be here- 
after agreed upon. 

“4, That any and all interests of Mr. James in any life 
policies of insurances in connection with Mr. James’s debts 
to Lord Worsley shall be surrendered or assigned to trustees 
of Lord Worsley, for his lordship’s sole benefit, if. required, 

““5. That Lord Yarborough reserves to himself, during his 
own life, and afterwards to his son and surviving advisers, 
the power, by the disclosure of all the circumstances neces- 
sitating such trust deed or letter of licence, and the above- 
mentioned arrangements, to prevent Mr. James’s application 
for, or acceptance of, any civil, legal, or other office of public 
trust or service. 

“6, That the above-mentioned terms and conditions can be 


agreed to by Lord Yarborough and his advisers solely because. 


the large and serious debts of other creditors would by pre- 
sent disclosures be wholly sacrificed and lost, and from the fact 
of Mr. James’s future professional labours and gains being also 
the sole source of any possible dividends, or part repayment, 
or of any reparation on his part, for the heavy losses of such 
other creditors; and that he himself is willing to make them 
all the pecuniary reparation in his power. The foregoing con- 
ditions contemplate the renewal by Mr. James of his Parlia- 
mentary practice, in addition to that of the common law, and 
which appears indispensable to enable Mr, James to reduce his 
debts. 

“7, That Mr. James undertakes, at any time when de- 
manded, to execute a warrant of attorney (with entry of judg- 
ment) for the entire amount of his pecuniary debts to Lord 
Worsley, or to trustees on his lordship’s behalf, or for any as- 
certained portion or parts of the gross debt. 

“8, That Mr. James abstains from any further communica- 
tion, direct or indirect, with Lord Worsley. 

“Lastly. That Mr. James hereunder signifies his assent in 
writing to the foregoing terms and conditions, which have been 


submitted on behalf of the Earl of Yarborough, after Mr. - 


James has voluntarily relinquished his seat in Parliament, the 
Recordership of Brighton, and his membership of Brooks's 
Club. 

“T hereby assent to the above terms. “ EDWIN JAMES.” 

“ April 8th, 1861.” 

It appears that at the same time a letter of resignation of the 
Reform Club was also delivered by Mr. James, to be held atid 
used exclusively on the discretion of Mr. Parkes and Mr. Tal- 
lents; and which a few days afterwards was by them sent to 
that club. Lord Worsley, it appeared, was a member of the 
club. It may here be observed that Mr. James was to 
have been negociating a further loan (on Lord Worsley’s sole 
responsibility) for an additional sum of £15,000 promised by 


an insurance office! It was further in evidence that the secu- ‘ 


rities Lord Worsley had given were prepared on the instruction 
of Mr. James's own solicitor. ; 

While the benchers were awaiting the attendance of Mr. 
Tallents, they proceeded to enter upon the charge against Mr, 
James in connection with the cause of Scully v. Ingram, in 
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reference to which the Law Magazine gives us the evidence of 
Mr. Edwin Watkins, the confidential friend of Mrs. Ingram, 
the executrix of her husband, It is as follows:—Mr. Watkins 
says— 

“T was an intimate friend of the late Mr. Ingram and am 
acting for his widow. After his death, I took charge of and 
examined his papers. Ie was not a good man of business, and 
kept his papers in an irregular condition. Amongst other 
things, I looked at the contents of a box, in which there were 
papers of importance—leases, &c.—and amongst them this 
packet, in an envelope (producing it), marked in Mr. Ingram’s 
handwriting, ‘E. James.’ I opened it, and this first letter 
which I read filled me with astonishment :— 


* ¢ Confidential. 


“63, Pall Mall, Saturday Evening. 
“«« My dear Sir, 
“*You shall not regret your kindness to me. 
“*T must make the sum £1,250. 
“*Please deduct the interest, and send me cheques for 
£500 for Monday, and £750 for Monday week. 

“*T will send you the policy on Wednesday. 

‘Sincerely, “ EDWIN JAMES.’ 


“T was quite startled. In the same packet were other 
letters from Mr. James, which I produce. These things set 
me to inquire. I asked at Mr. Ingram’s office, of Mr. Begbie, 
his cashier, if they could trace any money passing from Mr. 
Ingram to Mr. James, and they could not. I then went to 
Mr. , who was very intimate with Mr. Ingram, and 
made the same inquiry of him. Mr. ———— told me that in 
the interval between the first and second trials of the case 
of Scully v. Ingram, Mr. Ingram came to him and said, in a 
state of great excitement, ‘I must lend Mr. James some 
money.’ Mr. replied that he did not see that he must. 
Mr. Ingram answered, ‘I must—I am so afraid of him; I must 
do anything he asks, and you must lend him the money for 
me, 

“T produce various letters which I have subsequently found, 
from Mr. to Mr. James, with reference to two bills, 
each of the date of July 30th, 1859, one for £750, the other 
for £500, accepted by Mr. James, not made payable at any 
banker's. Having ascertained these facts, I had an interview 
with. Mr, James at the Euston Hotel. My impression of the 
manner in which Mr. James cross-examined Mr. Ingram at 
the trial was that it was excessive, but I may rot be competent 
to form an opinion upon that; but of the effect I am certain 
that after it Mr. Ingram was in a state of totally shattered 
nerves, and utterly broken down. Upon my meeting Mr. 
James at the Euston Hotel, I said to him, ‘ It is a singular 
accident that it was into this very room I with difficulty led 
poor Mr. Ingram after your cross-examination of him; and I must 
tell you if ever a man had a narrow escape of causing another 
man’s suicide, you had it on that occasion.’ I then mentioned 
to him my ‘discovery of the debt, and that it was my duty to 
ask him for payment. Mr. James admitted that he had had 
the money, saying that it was only £1,000; that his election 
expenses had been very considerable; that he was very poor, 
but would give me two other bills, which he did. I said I 
must give him my opinion of the transaction; that as regards 
the loan it was altogether discreditable; that he was Mr. Scully’s 
counsel, and it could not bear the daylight that he should be 
found borrowing money from Mr. Ingram. Mr. James replied 
that he did not see it in that light, as Mr. Ingram had offered 
him the money. I replied that I could not think that to be 
the case. 

‘‘Mr. Ingram had told me that Mr. James had spoken to 
him very kindly, advising him to settle the action. The two 
bills given me by Mr. James have been dishonoured. The 
date of the two bills given to Mr. , July 30, 1859, was 
after.the first and before the second trial.” 

Mr. James, who of course was furnished with a copy of this 
statement of Mr. Watkins, offered no substantial contradiction 
to its contents, In effect, he wished the benchers to believe 
that Mr. Ingram, as his friend, offered, in conjunction with 
‘three or four other friends,’ £1000 each for meeting the 
expenses of the lezrned gentleman’s second return for Mary- 
lebone, in May, 1859. Such “ offer,” he said, had been “ coin- 
municated ” to him; but he did not inform the bench of 
the communicant’s name, nor the names of the other friends 
who he alleged “did assist ine by loans which I have since 
repaid!” We have heard of men rushing to newly-discovered 
gold diggings, but never before of idiots offering loans to such 
@ notoriously involved man as Mr. James, But this ‘ustice 

















we do him,—that in his ‘‘ Statement of Explanations ” of the 
Ingram transaction he writes, that he should “ever regret the 
indiscretion of accepting the loan,” though “there was nothing 
of a dishonourable character ever intended or thought of on the 
part of Mr. Ingram or myself, either in its proffer or accep- 
tance.” 

It may be doubtful whether the benchers on this disrepu- 
table transaction alone would have done more than reprimand 
the unscrupulous debtor. There were, however, other ample 
grounds for erasing his name from the books of the Inn. 

To continue our narrative, we will now succinctly state the 
evidence of Mr. Tallents, whose examination on the 18th of 
June followed the above interlude of Scully v. Ingram. 
This witness’s testimony and documentary proofs clenched the 
nails. It is unnecessary to give a long correspondence in 1857 
between the late Earl Yarborough and Mr. Tallents with Mr. 
James; it forms, however, an important element in the history 
of Mr. James’s first use of Lord Worsley. By the last act of 
that year the learned gentleman thus addressed his Lordship’s 
solicitor :— 

“ Pall Mall, Monday evening, 
“ My dear Mr. Tallents, “ Dec. 7th, 1857. 

“T beg you will convey to Lord Yarborough my very deep 
regret that my pecuniary transactions with Lord Worsley 
should have caused him one moment’s uneasiness, and to con- 
vey to him my assurance that the amount for payment of 
which Lord Worsley is security shall be punctually discharged 
by myself. Lord Yarborough has been so kind a patron and 
Sriend to nfe that I am under deep obligations to him, and 
would make any sacrifice rather than occasion him annoyance 
or discomfort.—Believe me, yours faithfully, 

‘“* EDWIN JAMES.” 


With this melo-dramatic undertaking and promise Mr. James 
appears to have rested awhile undisturbed, but he speedily 
plotted graver designs against the young nobleman. On the 
9th of November following Mr. Tallents writes the Q.C, to 
know if the last year’s loans were paid off. Mr. James, on 
the 15th, replies evasively, in effect that the interest and policy 
premiums were duly discharged ; that he had not yet “returned ” 
the principal, but that “ Lord Worsley was perfectly satisfied 
on the subject,” and that Mr. Tallents might “assure Lord 
Yarborough that he need feel no uneasiness upon the matter.” 
Then occurs an interval of a year and half before Mr. Tallents, 
on the 14th of August, 1860 (hearing reports of heavy further 
James’ loans on Lord Worsley’s responsibility), again writes 
to Mr. James. In that letter he informs him of the ugly 
rumours which had come to his own and Lord Yarbo 8 
ears, To this refresher and the request for information as to 
any fresh transactions, addressed to the new house in Berkeley- 
square, the learned M.P. vouchsafed no reply. 


We feel that we have already extracted at too great length 
from the pages of our contemporary; we shall, therefore, only 
add, upon this part of the case, that after further efforts to 
obtain satisfaction on behalf of Lord Worsley, Mr. James finally 
referred him to his confidential adviser, and that his lordship 
was examined before the benchers. Those of our readers who 
desire to be acquainted with all the details of the last and most 
extraordinary of all the charges against Mr. James—namely, 
his extraction from the pockets of a west country attorney of 
no less than £20,000—are referred to the very interesting 
article from which we have already extracted so much. Indeed, 
in this respect, we that we owe our learned contemporary 
some apology; but, as we have already mentioned, its valuable 
report of the proceedings before the benchers of the Inner 
Temple bears upon its face such evident marks of authority, 
that we were unwilling to give any garbled account of it. 





In addition to the article upon the disbarment of Mr. Edwin 
James, the Law Magazine of this month contains an extremély 
learned and able review of the last edition of “ Sugden on 
Powers,” and also a very useful and well-written article upon 
“International General Average,” together with an interesting. 
notice of Sir John Patteson, and other papers upon various pro- 
fessional topics. Upon the whole, the number is one of the 
best which has appeared for a considerable time; and it is 
highly honourable to the legal profession in this country to 
have maintained for so long a period a quarterly journal of its 
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own, which need not fear comparison with any of the literary 
quarterlies, although the latter, of course, appeal to a much 
wider class of readers. 


a io - 
THE ECCLESIASTICAL COURTS, LAWS, AND 
COMMISSIONS. 


Mr. Henry Danby Seymour, M.P., has published, in the 
form of a pamphlet, his recent letter to the Times on the re- 
form of the Ecclesiastical Courts. He has added, by way of 
appendix to his pamphlet, the following case for the opinion 
of Mr. A. J{ Stephens, Q.C., and that learned gentleman’s 
opinion thereon :— 


Mr. Henry Seymour, M.P. for Poole, is desirous to bring 
under the consideration of the House of Commons the condi- 
tion of the Ecclesiastical Courts, and to propose to the House, 
either by Bill or otherwise, a practical scheme of the most 
liberal character to reform such tribunals, and to maintain the 
legal supremacy of the Crown. Copies of the Church Disci- 
pline and Registry Act of 1856, and the volumes of Hansard 
for that year, the Report made to the Convocation of the 
Province of Canterbury on Clergy Discipline in 1854, and the 
published Speeches on the Ecclesiastical Courts, delivered in 
the House of Commons on the 23rd July, 1860, by Mr. Sey- 
mour, and on the 23rd of July, 1861, by Mr. Seymour and Mr. 
Newdegate, as reported in Hansard, vol. 164, are left herewith. 

Mr. A. J. Stephens is requested, on behalf of Mr. Seymour, 
to settle a Scheme. for the reform of the Ecclesiastical Courts 
of the most liberal and comprehensive character, precluding 
any claim for compensation from the existing officials. 

And generally to advise, 


OPINTON. 

I am of opinion, that in any proposed reform of the Eccle- 
siastical Courts by Mr. Henry Seymour, it will be expedient to 
obviate the principal objections which the English Prelates 
urged in the House of Lords against the Government Bill of 
1856, and to maintain the spiritual jurisdiction of the Crown. 

It may be proposed by Mr. Seymour, that:— 

(1.) The Ecclesiastical Courts and Registries in England 
and Ireland, with their respective judges and officers, shall, 
during their lives, remain as at present constituted: 

(2.) General rules and orders regulating the procedure and 
fees of such Courts and Registries shall be framed, to take 
effect in each diocese, and to be binding upon all future judges 
and officers: 

(3.) A Queen’s Judge shall be appointed for England, and 
if it be deemed expedient, another for Ireland, to hear and 
determine, subject to an appeal to the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council, ecclesiastical causes and matters: 

(4.) If the proposed new judge, in England, have any 
surplus time on his hands, it might be stipulated he should 
act as assistant judge in the Divorce Court (especially as 
the judge in that court is occupied two days every week in 
considering and hearing mere motions), and perform such 
other duties as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time 
direct him to discharge: 

(5.) The proposed judge in Ireland shall be made assistant- 
judge to the Probate Court, and preside in the absence of the 


judge: 

(6.) The four archbishops shall be empowered to send by 
letters of request, if they ceem fit, suits of their own, or those 
sent to them from inferior courts, to be heard before such judges 
in the most convenient localities: 

(7.) The laity in England shall have, under certain restric- 
tions, the same rights of instituting suits against clerics as the 
laity in Ireland; and the proposed Queen’s Judges shall, sub- 
ject to an appeal to the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, have authority to hear and determine such suits when 

ent to them by letters of request from an archbishop: 

(8.) The Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, with a 
mixtnre of English and Irish prelates, shall be the only ulti- 
mate appellate tribunal for ecclesiastical causes and matters in 
England and Ireland: 

9. The appeal to the Court of Delegates in Ireland in eccle- 
siastical causes and matters, the appeal to the Privy Council as 
now existing in Duplex querela, and appeals to the House of 
Lords in Quare impedit, shall be abolished. 

Under the foregoing scheme, if an archbishop were to send 
an ecclesiastical cause to the proposed court by letters of re- 
quest, the judge thereof would, by such letters, be constituted, 





for the occasion, judge of an ecclesiastical court as fully, as if 
exclusively appointed by such archbishop; so that there would 
be no unauthorised interference with episcopal jurisdiction 
and authority. 

If the archbishops should wish to resort to the existing 
ecclesiastical courts, they would have the right to do so; but, 
a cheap and unexceptionable legal tribunal having been opened 
to them, there would then be no legitimate excuse for their not 
prosecuting, either in the existing courts or in the proposed 
courts, those clerical offenders who by their immoralities or 
doctrinal errors bring a scandal on the church. 

As the judges and officials of the existing diocesan tribunals 
will not be affected, in a pecuniary point of view, by the pro- 
posed scheme, it will be unnecessary to provide compensation 
for them. 

I cannot advise Mr. Seymour to introduce into the House 
of Commons any bill for the reform of the Ecclesiastical Courts 
unless it be sanctioned by the responsible advisers of the 
Crown. 


Jan, 28th, 1862. A. J. STEPHENS. 
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THE LATE MR. BARON PLATT. 


We regret to announce the death of the Hon. Sir Thomas 
Joshua Platt, formerly one of the Barons of the Exchequer, 
which took place on Monday, at his residence, Portland-place, 
The deceased was a son of the late Mr. Thomas Platt, and was 
educated at Harrow School and at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he graduated B.A. in 1810 and M.A.in 1814. He 
entered as a student of the Inner Temple, and was called to 
the Bar by that society in 1816; he afterwards practised on 
the Home Circuit, and became a King’s Counsel in 1834. For 
many years he and Lord Chelmsford were leaders of the cir- 
cuit, and in every case of importance Mr. Platt was to be 
found on one side, and Mr, Thesiger on the other. He had 
also an extensive practice at Nisi Prius in town. He was 
raised to the Bench as a Baron of the Court of Exchequer in 
1845, but retired in 1856. He was in his 73rd year. He had 
suffered for several years from a painful disease, which had 
caused his retirement from the Bench. As an advocate Mr. 
Platt was distinguished for the plain and forcible manner in 
which he put things to the jury. It says much for the earnest 
vigour which he possessed, that it was able to sustain him 
against the graceful oratory of his rival on circuit. As a 
judge at Nisi Prius and in the Crown Court, Mr. Baron Platt 
was painstaking and courteous; and we may safely affirm that 
no man ever sat on the Bench who had a more anxious desire 
to do what was right and just. His general disposition dis- 
played itself in public as well as in private, and will not be 
forgotten either by his friends or by those who were profes- 
sionally connected with him. ; 


we 
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BRITISH COLUMBIA. 


We extract the following from a recent letter in the Times:— 
Peace and order prevailed to a decree unusual in so mercurial 
a community; “all disputes as to miners’ rights, contested 
boundaries of claims,” &c., “were settled by the magistrate,” 
Mr. Nind, who is also gold commissioner, “ with the assistance 
of a jury of miners selected on the spot—a plan which gives 
universal satisfaction.” The majesty of the law was represented 
by the magistrate, who camped in a tent, and by two consta- 
bles, until the judge arrived on circuit. He was accompanied ex 
officio by his registrar only. An indian half-bred had charge 
of the robes, the wig, and the black cap. The eguipage is very 
simple, for his lordship cultivates sleep under a tree. There 
were only two serious cases of crime in the mines during the 
whole season—one the killing of a notorious bully who made 
himself obnoxious to the whole mining community, and was 
shot by one of his victims, and who fled justice on the judge’s 
approach: the other a robbery, for which the robber was tried, 
found guilty, and sentenced to ten years in the chain gang. 
There was another case of shooting and wounding in revenge 
on the road to Carriboo, but the guilty party escaped, and is 
not likely to trouble the colony any more. The judge had 
several civil cases to decide, however, for frequent disputes 
arise about mining claims. 
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Public Companies. 
BILLS IN PARLIAMENT 


For THe Formation or New Lines or Ramway 1N 
ENGLAND AND Watts. 


The Standing Orders have been complied with in the follow- 
ing cases:— 
DRAYTON JUNCTION. 

* New line between London and North-Western at Wem, in 
Shropshire, and Eccleshall in Staffordshire. Capital, £200,0u0. 
Iste oF Wicut Raitway. 

Line from Isle of Wight, Eastern Section, to ,Newport. 
Capital, £100,000, 

MERIONETHSHIRE RAILWAY. 
For new lines in Merionethshire. 
Mip-WAteEs. 

For a Junction between the Mid-Wales and the Central 

Wales (Extension) Railways. 
RamseGaTe, Sanpwicu, DEAL, AnD Dover, 
A new line between these points. 





MEETINGS. 
BELFAsT AND NORTHERN COUNTIES UNION. 


A dividend of 4} per cent, per annum has been declared on 
the shares in this company for the past half-year. 


CoLcHEsSTER, Stour, anD SupBuRY RaiLway. 


A dividend at the rate of £1 13s. per cent. per annum has 
been declared for the past half-year. 
HEREFORD, Ross, AnD GLOUCESTER RaiLway, 
At the recent half-yearly meeting of this company, dividends 


of 5 per cent. on the preference shares, and of 3 per cent. on 
the ordinary shares were declared, 


Huuu anp Serey Raitway, 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
10th inst., the following dividends were declared for the past 
half-year :—-£2 9s. 6d. per whole, or £50 share; £1 4s. 9d. per 
half, or £25 share; and 12s. 4}d. per quarter, or £12 10s. 
shate (less income-tax), payable on the 26th inst, 


LONDONDERRY AND ENNISKILLEN Rattway. 
Dividends at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum on the half 
shares, and of 6 per cent, per annum on the £10 preference 
shares, have been declared for the past half-year. 


Mancuester, Buxton, MATLOCK, AND MipLAND RaiLway. 


At the recent half-yearly meeting of this company a dividend 
of 1s. 4d, per share was declared for the past half-year. 


Min-Kent RaILway. 
At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
10th inst., a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 


Norru-Eastern Raitway. 

At the recent half-yearly meeting of this company, dividends 
of 5 per cent. on the Berwick stock, of 43 per cent. on the 
York stock, and of 2 per cent. on the Leeds stock, were declared 
for the past half year. 

Royston anp Hircuin Rattway. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 10th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum, less in- 
come tax, at 9d, in the pound, and ld. per £6 5s, stock, for ex- 
penses of management, be declared on the Royston, Hitchin, 
and Shepreth consolidated stock, for the half-year ending the 
Ast of February, 1862, to be paid forthwith.. 


WIMBLEDON AND Crorpon Raitway. 


A dividend of 4s. per share, being at thie rate of 4 per cent. 
per annum, has been declared for the last half-year, 
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SacrED Harmonic Society.—This society is at present 
occupied with the musical preparations for the opening of the 
International Exhibition. ‘The orchestra on this occasion will 
comprise upwards of 1,800 performers, and it is intended, after 





engaging the principal professional instrumentalists, to allot 
500 engagements among the principal provincial festival and 
choral societies and choirs. The society is also making great 


| preparations for the great Handel Festival to be held at the 


Crystal Palace in the last week in June, It is anticipated 
that the plans of seats will be ready for inspection by the 3rd 
of March. As the Festival will be held during the heyday of 
the International Exhibition of 1862, and in close proximity 
to the great Agricultural Show at Battersea-park, it is fully 
anticipated that the attendance will far exceed the 1859 Fes- 
tival, although this latter was attended Ly upwards of 40,000 
more than the Festival of 1857. The selection of the per- 
formers is occupying the closest attention of the society. 


There is now exhibiting in the north room of the British 
Institution, Pall Mall, a picture described as “ The Jury ” (by 
Mr. J. Morgan) which isa decidedly clever picture of that 
very legitimate and wholesome class of which Hogarth is the 
greatest master, and Wilkie and Webster the conspicuous 
representatives, in our own time. Here is the palladium of 
English liberty, the final outcome of the British Newey oom 
the famous “ Twelve Men ina Box.” To judge by the faces, 
Mr. Morgan seems to have studied his jury in the civil, and 
not the criminal court. There is a “ spicy ” bit of cross-exami- 
nation going on. Some Sam Weller is “selling” Serjeant Busfuz 
cheap, or Edwin James, Q.C., may be Rareyfying a “ jibbing” 
witness. Some five out of the twelve are capable of seeing the joke, 
and one of them is kindly explaining it to his feeble-minded 
and bewildered neighbour; others are simply bored; one is 
yawning drearily. There is the conscientious man taking a 
note, prompted by another conscientious man behind him. 
The faces have character, are well discriminated, true to natnre, 
and well-marked, in expression, without grimace or theatfical 
over-emphasis. The painter might have got more effect by a 
more artful direction of the attention to some one point —by 
making the spectator’s mind “ follow a lead.” As it is, we 
look at his picture as we might at an actual jury, with only 
such interest as the individual physiognomies awaken. With- 
out any particular merit of workmanship, the heads are 
honestly and simply painted, but the attractiveness of the 
picture is in its physiognomical truth. 

New Mempers or THE House or Commons.—Mr, C. 
Turner, elected the third member for South Lancashire, under 
the act of last session; Mr. W. Morrison, elected for Plymouth 
in the room of Viscount Valletort, who has become the Earl of 
Mount Edgecumbe; Mr. Charles Seley, returned for Lincoln in 
the room of Major Sibthorp, deceased ; Mr. Edmund - 
turned for Carlisle in the room of Sir James Graham, Bart., 
deceased; Mr. William Cox, returned for Finsbury in theroom 
of Mr. Thomas Duncombe, deceased; Sir Robert Clifton, Bart., 
returned for Nottingham in the room of Mr. J. Mellor, who 
was raised to the judicial bench; Mr. J. Laird, returned as the 
first member for the new borough of Birkenhead; Mr. Foley 
Vernon, elected for East Worcestershire, and Lieut.-Colonel 
Fane, for the county of Oxford, in the room of Mr. George 
Granville Vernon Harcourt, deceased ; Sir Henry Hervey 
Bruce, elected for Coleraine in the room of Dr. Boyd, 
deceased. 
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Law Students’ Fournal. 


LAW LECTURES AT THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY, 1861-62, 


Mr. THomas Henry Happon, on Equity, Monday, Feb- 
ruary 21. 


Mr, Freeman O.tver Haynes, on Conveyaucing, Fri- 
day, February, 21. 


SCENES, ~~ qpeeROe! 
Court Papers. 


Circuits of the Judges, 1862. 
‘ Mr. Baron BraMWELt will remain in town. 
NorFo.k. 
Pottock, L.C.B,, and Martin, B. 
Aylesbury, Thursday, Mar. 6. { Bury St. Edmunds, Tuesday, 


Bedford, Monday, March 10. March 18, 
Huntingdon, Wed,, Mar. 12. | Norwich and City, Saturday, 
Cambridge, Friday, March 14 March 22, 














Nortu WALES. 
KEATING, J. 
Welchpool, Monday, Mar.10. | Carnarvon, Monday, March 20. 
Bala, Thursday, March 13. | Mold, Thursday, March 27. 
Ruthin, Monday, March 17. Chester and City, Sat., Mar. 29. 
Beaumaris, ‘Thursday, Mar. 20. 


Soutn WALES. 
Witpe, B. 


Haverfordwest, Tues., Mar. 25. | Brecon, Thursday, March 20. 
Cardigan, Monday, March 3. | Presteign, Wednes., March 26. 
Carmarthen, Thurs., March 6. | Chester and City, Sat., Mar. 29. 
Swansea, Monday, March 10. | 


——_——_—~+—_——- 


Births, Marriages and Deaths. 
BIRTHS. 


ADAMS.—On Feb. 5, at Edinburgh, the wife of John Adams, jun., Esq., 
solicitor, Supreme Courts, of a daughter. 
COODE.—On Feb. 9, at Lewes, Sussex, the wife of Frederick Coode, Esq., 


solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
FALL—MORRIS.—On Feb. 3, Mr. H. A. Fall,'H.M.C., to Helen, daughter 
of C. Morris, Esq., solicitor, late of Scholemoor Hall, Bradford. 
HILL—MILLER.—On Feb. 6, Captain Arthur Hill, 23 Royal Welsh Fusi- 
ben -. of ~~ a — Bt gs ne Hill, Esq., barrister-at-law, and 
mmissioner e Court o! nkruptcy, to Harriette, daugh f 
Mr. Serjeant Miller. lai pie ls 
DEATHS. 


JENINGS.—On Feb. 10, Mrs. Rachel Jenings, widow of the late Charles 
Jenings, Esq., of No. 1, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, London, in the 
sueee ea her age. 

-—On Feb. 10, in the 73rd year of his age, the Hon Sir Thomas 
Joshua Platt, Knt., formerly one of the Barons o ; 
pam . y e Barons of her Majesty’s Court 
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London Gazettes. 


GA indings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Tuespay, Feb. 11, 1862. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Wheal Anne Mining Company.—Petition for windi 
y ing-up, presented Feb. 8 
will be heard before the Master of the Rolls, on Feb. he Snell, Solicitor 
for petitioners, 1 George-st, Mansion-house. 
Faiwayr, Feb. 7, 1862. 
LIMITED IN Bankruptcy. 
Geraliine Mining Company, Western Australia (Limited).—Petiti 
bnew J 7 eS gg = be _—— wulore Se ae 
° »a A arker, . & Hadcock 4 
titioner, 18 St. Paul’s-churchyard, London. dissecans 
Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faraway, Feb. 7, 1862. 


Bury, John, St. Ives, Huntingd 
Din, Sieecemtee ies ee een eneene, 


Donglas, Christian Helen Emma. 15 Green-st, Grosvenor. 
» 2 “st, -8q, Middlesex 
— r. March 31. Sols Farrer, Ouvry, & Farrer, 66 Lincoln’s-inn- 


Fennessy, Robert Richard, late a Lieutenant in her Majesty’ 
’ , ty’s 64th R je 
ment of Foot. March 7. Sols Taylor & Jaquet, 15 Seuth-st, Pin. 


bury-sq. 
—. Joseph, Fleet, Lincolnshire, Farmer. April5. Sol Sturton, Hol- 





Hornblower, Jemima Hanbury, Stamford-hill, Middlesex 
’ i ' - » Spinster. 
; Sag 1, Sols Forbes & Horwood, 8 Warnford-ct, London. " 
n. Thomas, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Builder. March 8. Sols Fen- 
P wicks & Faiconar. 75 Clayton-st, Newcastle- upon-Tyne. 
— Edward, otherwise Edward Anketell Jones, Adelaide-crescent, 
ove, Sussex, and Fishmongers’ Hall-wharf, Upper Thames-st, London, 
- Merchant. April 4, Sols Hill & Son, 23 Throgmorton-st 
nighton, Thomas, Leighton-lodge, Leighton, Huntingdonshire, Farmer. 
oie 5. — ——s & Son, Wellingborough. 
, James, Cam Publican. } 5. 4 
‘cambridge. ge, Publican. March 25. Sols Whitehead & French, 
wndes, Edward Chaddock Eaton-pl, Belgrave-sq, Middlesex, and We: 
+ bs “Sq. 2 st 
ae near Preston, Esq. March 21.” Sols Birchall & Wilsone, Preston. 
wndes. Lydia, Clapham Park, Surrey, Widow. March 20. Sols Clarke 
Pin may on nego London. 
es, Thomas Mee, Eaton-pl, Belgrave-sq, Middlesex, Esq. } . 
Sols Birchall & Wilson, Enis. . es abirilnantsrts 
Martin, Thomas Beard, Villa-cottages, Willis-st, Aston juxta Birmingham, 
Gent. April 12. Sols Tyndall & Johnson, Birmingham. 
Peirson, John, Broadwater, Framlingham, Suffolk, Gent. April 5. Sol 
Phage F yg Suffolk. 
rie, James, Morley, Batley, Yorkshire, Joiner and Builder. 
fie heen <a “pen er and Builder. March 31, 
T mene, Abraham, Tower of London. Sol New, 8 Gray’s- 
nn. 


March 31. 


Tuxrspay, Feb. 11, 1862. 
Zell, Samuel, Dundee, North Britain, Gent. March 20. Sols Simpson, 
Roberts, & Simpson, 62 Moorgate-st. 
Castle, Thomas, Worle, Somersetshire, Common Brewer. April 8. 
Sol Davies, Weston-super-Mare. 
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Daly, Denis, Portsmouth, Esq. March 19. Sols Hellard & Son, Ports- 
mouth. 

Ellis, Joseph, Star and Garter Hotel, Richmond, Surrey, Hotel Keeper. 
April 14. Sol Rose, 19 Change alley, Cornhill. 

Goodeve, William James, Clifton-park-villa, Clifton, 
Sols Osborne, Ward, & Co., Bristol. 

Gouger, Henry, Billiter-sq. London, and Frogmore House, Blackwater, 
Hants, Esq. March 20. Sols Simpson, Roberts, & Simpson, 62 Moor- 
gate-st. 

Joseph, Miriam, 10 Finsbury Pavement, Widow. April 2. Sols Sampson, 
Samuel, & Emanuel, 3! New Broad-st. 


Surgeon. May 1. 


Mason, Josiah, Knowl Hill, Berks, Farmer. March 21. Sols Turner & 
Smith, Maidenhead. 

Mills, William, Grafton-pl, Huddersfield, Ironfounder. March 20. Sol 
Mills, Huddersfield. 

Mylne, William Craig, Liverpool, Merchant. June i. Sols Fletcher & 


Hull, Liverpool. 
Rackstraw, George, 2 The Terrace, Albion-rd, Stoke Newington, Middle- 
sex, Esq. March 2@. Sols Simpson, Roberts, & Simpson, 62 Moor- 


gate-st. 

Stenson, William, Coalville, Whitwick, Leicestershire, Mining Engineer. 
March 28. Sols Green & Smith, Ashby-de-la-Zouch. 

Stokes, Henry Colin, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Dentist. April !. Sols Swan 
& Burnup, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Walker, John, 154 Whitechapel-rd, Middlesex, Grocer. May 8. Sols 
Matthews, Carter, & Bell, 102 Leadenhall-st. 


Crevitors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fruway, Feb, 7, 1862. 


Atkinson, Joseph, formerly of Laceby, Lincolnshire, Butcher, late of North 

a gy Lincolnshire, Farmer. March 10. Holland v. Atkinson, 
. C. Stuart. 

Davis, Joseph, Piddlehinton, Dorsetshire, Esq. ach 13. Davis v. John- 
son, V. C, Stuart. 

Jones, William, Dinas, Llantrissant, Glamorganshire, Carpenter. March: 6. 
Roberts v. Leyshon, V. C. Stuart. 

Watts, Nicholas, Teignmouth, Devonshire, Esq. March 15. Leman v. 
Whidborne, V. C. Kindersley. 


Turspay, Feb. 11, 1862. 


Del, Booey Nugent, Whitehall-pl, Westminster, Esq. March 12. Bell 

v. Hawley, M.R. 

Bridger, Charles, Winchester and Aldermoor, Shirley, Hants, Gent. 
March 10. Bridger v. gg 4 V. C. Wood. 

Cousans, Charles, Lincoln, Attorney’s Clerk. March 6. Whitton v. 


Cousans, M.R. 

English, Robson, Leeds, Agricultural Implement Maker. Feb 28. English 
v. English, M.R. 

Hinchcliffe, William, Wrangbrook, South Kirkby, Yorkshire, Farmer, 
Feb 28. Sidebottom v. Hurst, M.R. 

Lock, Robert Frederick, Cupola House, Queen’s-elm, Brompton, Gent. 
March 10. Gray v. Lock, V.C. Stuart. 

Padwick, William, Manor House, Hayling Island, Southampton, Esq. 
March 24. Taylor v. Padwick, V.C. Stuart. 

Price, William, Walthamstow, Essex, Surgeon and Apothecary. March 4. 
Williams v. Watkins, M.R. > 

Pritchard, Henry, Bangor, Carnarvonshire, Draper. March 1. Williams 
v. Pritchard, M.R. 

Silvester, George, West Bromwich, Gent, March 15. Silvester v. Silvester, 
V.C. Stuart. 


Assignments for Beneht of Creditors. 
Fauway, Feb. 7, 1862. 
Clark, Charles, 1824 Oxford-st, Middlesex, Jeweller. Jan9. Sols Spyer 
8 Broad. 


& Son, , m 

Collyer, Alpheus, and Isaac Wheeler, Blackman-st, Surrey, Straw Hat and 
Bonnet ers. Jan24. Sol Shipman, Manchester. 

Craggs, Robert, Hartlepool, Durham, Boot and Shoe Maker. Jan 10. 
Sol Crosby, Stockton. 

Furley, William Cross, Gainsborough, Ship Builder, Jan 25. Sols Heaton 
& Oldman, Gainsborough. 

Richards, John, Bobber’s Mill, Basford, Nottinghamshire, Gent. Jan 31. 
Sols Campbell, Burton, & Browne, Nottingham. 

Yeo, John, Plymouth, Rope Maker. Jan $1. Sols Edmonds & Sons, 
8 Parade, Plymouth. 

TuespaY, Feb. il, 1862. 

Bull, William, Usk, Monmouthshire, Grocer. Jan 16. Sols Sale & Co., 
Manchester. 

Ide, Jesse, Bognor, Sussex, Builder. Jan 13. Sol Powell, Chichester. 

Levett, Norrison, Kingston-upon-Hull, Cork Cutter. Feb 7. Sols Levett 
& Champney, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Wake, John Harrison, Sunderland, Draper. Jan 17. Sol Reed, 3 Gres- 
ham-st, London. 

Wiles, cre Sleaford, Lincolnshire, Butcher. Feb7. Sol Peake, New 
Sleaford. p 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptey Act, 1861. 
Fripay, Feb. 7, 1862. 

——— Isaac, Liverpool, /‘urniture Broker. Feb 3. Composition. 
Reg Feb 6. , 

Allen, Thomas, Charlesworth, Glossop, Derbyshire, Shirt Manufacturer 
and Wholesale Clothier. Jan 11. Assignment. Reg Feb 5. 

Ashton, James, Middletos, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. Jan 9. Composi- 
tion. Reg Feb6. 

Aspinal, William Lovell, Moulton, Northamptonshire, Farmer. Jan 30. 
Assignment. Reg Feb 4. 

Bayly, Harriett, 32 Montpelier-crescent, Brighton, Spinster. Feb 1. 
Assignment. Reg Feb 4. 

Benham, Mark Benjamin, 30 Tavistock-sq, Middlesex, Gentleman, Feb 

4. Arrangement. Reg Feb 6. 

Booth, John, & William Booth, Blackley, Lancashire, Builders. Feb 4. 
Composition. Reg Feb 5. 

Bowers, John, Glossop, Derbyshire, Draper and Grocer. Feb}, ‘Com- 
position. Reg Feb 5, : i 
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Chambers, Charles, Heath-st, Hampstead, Middlesex, Builder. Jan 9, 


position. Reg Feb 4. 

Crowe, Edward, Bush Hotel, i Pembroke-dock, Pembroke, Inn- 
keeper. Jan "a1. Conveyance. ‘eb 4. 

Feldwick, Jonathan, 2 Fobtetehs cettepne, Redhill, Reigate, Builder. Jan 
14. Conveyance. Reg Feb 4. 

Gumbrell, Henry, Cranley, Surrey, Grocer and General Dealer. Jan 11. 
Composition. Feb 6. 

Hirons, William, Y eaten Wholesale Jeweller. Jan10. Composi- 
tion. Reg Feb 4. 

Johnson, William Henry, Deighton, Huddersfield, Woollen Manufacturer. 
Jan 13. Composition. Reg Feb 4. 

Jones, John, Royal Exchange Vaults. Jan9. Assignment. Reg Feb 5. 

Lewis, Edward, 145 Blackfriars- oy Surrey, Manager of a Loan Society. 
Feb 4. + See. Reg Feb 5 

Lewis, William, a Denbighshire, Innkeeper. Jan ll. As- 
signment. Reg Feb 

oy Ley | ertingtin, Travelling Draper. Jan10. Convey- 
ance 

Nicholis, John ed, ee Devonshire. Butcher. Jan 16. 
Conveyance. Reg Feb 

Patterson, Thomas John, is Narrow-quay, Bristol, Sail Maker. Jan 11. 
Assignment. Reg Feb 4. 

Pickering, a 36 New Bridge-st, Lay a London, Railway Con- 
tractor. Jan, Arrangement. Reg Feb 

Piper, — Seymour-st, Liverpool, Ge. Jan ll, Assignment. 


Reg 
Raby, James, Ockendon-rd, Southgate-rd, Middlesex, Builder. Dec 13. 
on Reg Feb 5. 
Coes, ne. 2 Reon, London, Merchant (Seckel & Company). 
Jan 31. Composition. Reg Feb 3. 
Ta H » Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tailor and Draper. Jan 13. 
ignment. eg Feb 3. 


wae, Nathaniel, Box, Minchinhampton, Gloucestershire, Builder. Jan 
Assignment. Reg Feb 6. 
Webster Peter, South Shields, Brazier and Shipowner. Jan8. Assign- 


West, Elijah, Sheffield, Grocer. Jan 8, Assignment. Reg Feb 
Sa iewe Yorkshire, Organ Builder. Jan :. Sa 
ment 
by oy hy ew, Sheffield, Common Brewer. Jan 21, Assignment. 
eb 3. 
Wrighton, Stephen Thomas, Sunderland, Baker and Flour Dealer. Jan 
23. Assignment. Reg Feb 4. 


Toespay, Feb. 11, 1862. 
Ashworth, George, & Richard ——-, Manchester, Cotton Dealers. 
Feb 8. Composition, Reg Feb | 
Bigas, Alfred, Denmark-hill, ccherwel, Surrey, Cigar Merchant. Jan 
Composition. Reg Feb 10. 
Buller, Alfred Phillips, Stoguresy, Somersetshire, Currier. Jan 30. As- 
signment. Reg Feb 8 
=— oe Union-ter, Yorkshire, Sheep Jobber. Jan27. Convey- 


casa, Loa Pipt-ne, , London, Bill Broker. Jan 17. Composi- 

Feb 7. 

Dean, James, Burnley, Grocer. Jan 31. Composition. Reg Feb 11. 

Drew, Bennett, 7 by mae East-st, en Surrey, Boot and Shoe 
Maker. Jan 5. Composition. Reg Feb | 

— Rhymney, sienstiin Seca, 2 jan 14. Composition. Reg 





e' 
Gill, Sarah, trustee and executrix of John Me) Morley, Yorkshire, Manu- 
facturer. Jan 14. Assignment. Reg Feb 
— William John, Canterbury, ipeecners Feb 7. Assignment. 
jeg F 


Leach, foie ‘Bromley. Kent, Tailor and Grocer, Widow. Feb5. Con- 
veyance. Reg teb7 

McAuliffe, eet wg Cothays, St John, Cardiff,Grocer. Jan 19. Assign- 
ment. Reg Feb 

Nicklin, Hugh, + el Brick-setter. Jan 13. Assignment. Reg Feb 8. 

Porter, Palmer William, Kingston-on-Thames, Builder. Jan 30. Assign- 
ment. Reg Feb 7. 

Potter, Jane, Haverfordwest, Widow. Jan 10. Conveyance. Reg Feb 7. 

Roue, Francis Fairchild, Taunton, Chemist and Druggist. Jan17. Con- 
veyance. Reg Feb 7. 

Sharples, som Blackburn, Commission Agent. Jan 31. Assignment. 


Feb 1 

shepherd, W William, Berry a Durham, Joiner and Cartwright. Jan 
il, Assignment. 

Taylor, i. iMidreton, Craeuhitie, Shopkeeper. Jan il. Composi- 


toin. Reg Feb 
Bankrupts. 
Fripar, Feb. 7, 1862. 


Abraham, Charles John, 4 Timbrell-st, Trowbridge, Postman. Pet Feb 3 
Trowbridge, Feb 20 at 11. Sol Bartrum, Trowbridge. 

Adams, Edward, 86 Albany-st, Regent’s-pk, Coach Maker. Pet Feb 1 (in 
forma pauperis). London, Feb 26 at 12. Sol Holt, Quality-ct. 

— ee 76 Cheapside, Commission Agent. Jan18, London, Feb 


pid. Joseph, Congleton, Cheshire, Clog and Shoe Maker. Pet. Con- 
gleton, Feb 15 at 11. Sol Cooper, leton 

Bailey, Henry, Longton, Stoke- upon-Trent, . Pet Feb 3. Birming- 
ham, Feb z1 at 12. Sols James & Knight, Birmingham. 

Baker, Charles Henry, 42 Stock Orchard-crescent, Holloway. Middlesex, 
Commission Agent. Pet Feb 3. London, Feb 25 at 10. Sol Preston, 
10 Austin Friars. 

— Jeremiah, Southelmham, we aes - weeen Grocer. Pet Feb 

Harleston, Feb 20 at 1. 

ben, John, 61 Allen-st, Sheffield. cas — Pet Feb 4. Sheffield, 

Keb 20 at 12. Sol Patteson, Sheffield 
Edward, Roe Buck Inn, Bridge-gate, Derby, Publican. Pet Feb 3. 
Derby, Feb 18 at 12. Sol Briggs, De 

Bell, David Hi!l, 12 Cooper's-row, Sreeched Friars, London, Sail and Ship 

Chandler. Pet Feb 3. London, Feb 20 at 2. Sol Bastard, 25 Philpot- 


Bend, Thomas, y, Leicestershire, Railway Porter. Pet. Hinckley, 
Feb 17 at ‘at 10. ber sol Rreneb, Hinckley. 


Boys, William, Landport Grammar School, Commercial-rd, Landport, 
Portsea, Schoolmaster. Pet Feb 3. Portsmouth, Feb 19 “at 10. Sol 
Paffard, jun., Portsea. 

Brasier, John, Sinton-green, Grimley, Worcestershire, 
Maker. Pet Jan 28. Worcester, Feb 20 at It. Sol Wilson, Worcester. 

Briggs, Joseph, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottinghamshire, Market Gardener. 
Pet Feb 3. Newark, Feb2i at 10. Sol Ashley, Newark-upon-Trent. 

Buckwell, William, Phoenix-wharf, East Greenwich, Kent, and 86 
William-st, London, Railway Contractor. Pet Feb 1. London, Feb 
at ll, Sols Dangerfield & Co., 26 Craven-st, Strand. 

Bunton, William, Banbury, News Agent. Dec 20, Oxford, Feb 27 at 10. 
Sol Kilby, Banbary. 

Burley, John Elwick, Coal Porter, & Henry Brown, Hackster and 
big rai Lincoln. Pet Feb 4, Lincoln, Feb 19 at 12. Sols Brown & 

Lincoln. 
Carlyle, Thomas, St. Columb Major, Cornwa'l, China and Glass Merchant. 
Feb 4. St, Columb, Feb 20 at 10. Sol Whitefield, St. Columb. 

Cartwright, Edward, 7 Great Bland-st, Dover-rd, Surrey, Lisensed Vie- 

tae Pet Feb 4. London, Feb 19 at 11. "Sol Bartley, Bartlett’s- 


champion, — Henry, 174 Pentonville-rd, Middlesex, Professor of 
Music. t Feb 3. London, Feb25 at 10. Sols Peck & Downing, 10 

on thd 

Child, T Worksop, Tanner. Pet Feb 3. Sheffield, Feb 22 at 10. Sols 
Brodhurs — Worksop, and Smith & Burdekin, 

Coates, Mark, Garton in Holderness, East Riding, Yorkshire, Miller. Pet 
Feb 5. Hedon, Feb 19 at 12. Sol Pettingell, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Cleft, Thomas, 18 and 19 Exmouth-ter, Gillingham, Kent, Baker. Pet 
Feb 3. London, Feb20 atl. Sol Doyle, 2 Verulam-bidgs, Gray’s-inn. 

Cross, Thomas, jun, Northampton, Plumber. Pet Feb i. Northampton, 
Fed 22 at 10. Sol Law, Stamford. 

Davenport, Ebenezer Walker, 17 Charlotte-st, Bedford-sq, Middlesex, 
Noun reews Medicines. Pet Feb 4 (in forma pauperis). London, 

arc at il. 

Davies, James, Crown Inn, Rhayader, Radnor, Butcher and a 
Pet Feb 3. Bristol, Feb 25 at 12. Sols Cheese, Brecon, and Brittan 
Sons, Bristol. 

Davies, John, Newtown, Montgomery, Draper. Pet Feb 5. Liverpool, 
Feb 24 at 12. Sols Haigh & ne, Liverpool. 

Denison, Robert, Kingston-upon Hull, Wine Merchant. Pet Feb5. King- 
ston-upon-Hull, Feb 19 at 12. Sols Eaton & Beilby, Hull, 

Dufour, Alexander Vermer, 76 High-st, Lewes, Sussex, Schoolmaster. 
Pet Feb 6. London, Feb 24at 11. Sol Pook, Basinghall-st. 

Dunn, Samuel, Northampton, Cabinet Maker. Pet Feb 3. Northampton, 
Feb 22 at 10. Sol Shield & White, Northampton. 

Eaton, William, 2 Clarence-pl, Culford-rd, Balls Pond, Islington, Midd! 
sex, Licensed Cab Proprietor. Pet Feb 6. London, March 5 at 12. eal 
McMillan, 116 Upper Stamford-st, London. 

Ellison, Greenwood, 133 Garnett-st. Bradford, Biscuit Manufacturer. Pet 
Feb 4. Bradford, Feb 28 at 10.30. Sols Terry & Watson, Bradtord. 

Evans, John 8 Croom’s-grove, Croom’s-hill, Greenwich, Kent, Town Tra- 
— Pet Jan 31. London, Feb 20 at 12. Sol Drew, 4 New Basing- 

st. 

Gadd, James, Nottingham, Lace Maker. Pct Feb 4. Nottingham, Feb 20 
at ll. Sols Buttery & Heath, Nottingham. 

Gale, Richard, 2 Ashburton-grove, Hornsey-rd, Holloway, Middlesex, Hall - 
—* Pet Feb 5. London, Feb 26 at 12.30. Sol Cooper, 9 Charing~ 


gute an Kennedy, East Stonehouse, Devonshire, Draper. 
™ 5. Exeter, Feb 19 at 12.30. Sols Fowler, Plymouth, or itirtoolt 
ter. 


eter. 

Gourley, Daniel de la Cherois. Jan 24. London, Feb 18 at {1. 

Grace, Isaac, Sutton, near St. Helen’s Lancashire, Potter. Pet Feb 5. 
Liverpool, Feb 19 at 11. Sols Evans, Son, & Sandys, Liverpool, and 
Barrow, St. Helens. 

Green, Thomas, Great Horkesley, Essex, Wheelwright. Pet Feb 3. Lon- 
don, Feb 18 at 12.30. Sol Jones, Colchester. 

Grundy, William, Whitehouse-lane, Sheffield, Grocer. Pet Feb 3. Shef- 
field, Feb 20 at 12. Sol Broadbent, Sheffield. 

Hacon, Alfred Thain, 18 George-st, Great Yarmouth, Pork Butcher. Pet 
Jan 31. Great Yarmouth, Feb 17 at 12. Sol Ferrier, Great Yarmouth. 

Hall, George, 16 Lee-mount, Lee-bank-rd, Birmingham, rg ed and 
House Agent. Pet Feb3. Birmingham, Feb 17 at 12. East, Bir- 
mingham. 

Hankins, John Lugwardine, Herefordshire, Commission Agent. Pet Feb 1. 
Hereford, Feb 19 at 11. Sol Bodenham, Hereforl. 

Hart, George, 28 Cardington-st, Hampstead-rd, Middlesex. Pet Feb 3. 
London, Feb 18 at 11. sol Binns, | Trinity-sq, Borough. 

Hawkins, John, Dymock. Gloucestershire, Farmer. Pet Feb 3. Bristol, 
he = at 12. Sols Suckling, Birmingham, and Abbot, Lucas, & Leonard, 

istol. 

Hawkins, John, jun., Weston-super-Mare, Wine and Spirit Merchant. 
Pet Jan 31. Bristol, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Henderson, Bristol. 

Hartrodt, Charles, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Pet Feb4. Bir- 
mingham, Feb 21 at 12. Sol Clarke, Birmingham. 

Hemmant, John, Lozells-rd, Lozelis, Aston-juxta-Birmingham, Attorney 
and Solicitor. Pet Feb4. Birmingham, March 21 at 10. Sol Parry 
Birmingham. 

Hiorns, Gardner Baker, Church-st, Edmonton, Middlesex, Sexton and 
Post Office Letter Carrier. Pet Feb 3. London, Feb 26 at 11.30. Sol 
Scott, 4 Skinner-st, London. 

Hodges, Henry, Church-st, Gillingham, Kent, Baker. Pet Jan 29, Len- 
don, March, 4 at 11.30. Sols Sandys & Knott, 5 Gray’s-inn-sq, and 
Hayward, Rochester. 

Hodges, Mary Ann, | New Basinghall-st, London, and 19 Brunswick-sq, 
Middlesex, Widow, Wholesale Trimming Manufacturer. Pet Feb 6. 
London, Feb 18 at !. Sols Plews & Boyer, 14 Old Jewry-chambers. 

Hodgson, Thomas, Witham, Kingston-upon-Hull, Corn Dealer. Pet Feb 
3. Kingston-upon-Hull, Feb 12 at 11. Sol Summers, Hall. 

Hopwood, Edward, Pershore-st, Birmingham, Coach Spring Manufacturer. 
Pet Feb 5. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Chesshire, Birmingham. 
Hoyle, Thomas Elkanah, Heighington, Lincolnshire, S$ Pet Jan 

39. Birmingham, Feb 20 atil!. Sols Tweed & Hughes. . Lincoln. 

Hudson, Heron, Handsworth, Staffordshire. Commercial Traveller. Pet 

Feb5. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Green, Birmingham. 











James, David, Bridgnorth, Salop, Innkeeper. Jan!7. Bridgnorth, Feb 
24 at 11. Sol Stokes, Dudley. 
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Johns, James Charles, 11 Bienheim-st, Bond-st, Middlesex, Commission 
Agent. Pet Jan 11 (in forma& pauperis). London, Feb 26 at}. Sol 
Parkes, 11 Beaufort-bldgs, Strand. 

Johnson, Henry, 22 Jewry-st, Aldgate, London, Estate Agent. Pet Feb 
4 (in forma pauperis). London, Feb 24 at 1i. Sol Holt, Qua‘ity-ct. 

Jones, Edward, Bristol, Tallow Merchant. Pet Feb 3. Bristol, Feb 18 at 

11. Sol Henderson, Bristol 


Kidd, William, Mill-st, Leek, ‘Staffordshire, Baker. Pet Feb4. Leck, 
Feb 20 at 11. Sol Smith, Leek. 
King, Charles, Bishopstone, Wiltshire, Saddler. Pet Feb 1. Swindon, 


Feb 18 at 12. Sol Kinneir, Swindon. 

Lawes, Sarah Elizabeth, Friary-st, Guildford, Milliner. 
Guildford, Feb 15 at 11. Sol White, Guildford. 

Loft, Luke Killick, 36 Orchard-grove, Balls-pond, Islington, Gate Porter 


Pet Jan 28. 


in the Bank of England. Pet Feb 4. London, Feb 18 at 12. Sol Phi- 
pos, 20 Coleman. st. 

Marsden, John, Orrel, near Wigan, Manufacturer of Nails. Pet Jan 27. 
Liverpool, Feb 19 at 12. Sol Stone, Live I. 


Tpoo! 

Mikisch, Ferdinand. 141 Great Soffolk-st. Borough, Apothecary. Pet Feb 
3 (in forma pauperis). London, Feb 25 at 10. Sol Catchpole, 23 Great 
Tower-st. 

Morris, Nathaniel Derry (and not Norris, as advertised in the Gazelte 
of the 4th instant). 

Napper, Campion, 16 Milton-st, Dorset-sq, Middlesex. Pet Feb 6 (in forma 
pauperis). London, March 4 at 12.30. Sol Holt, Quality-ct. 

Naylor, William, Colchester, Builder. Pet Feb 6. Colchester, Feb 22 at 
12, Sols Abetl & Brown, Colchester. 


Nichoison, James, !4 Springfield, Liverpool, Draper's Assistant. Pet Feb 
4. Live , Feb 21 att, Sol Husband, Liverpool, 
Oates, B e, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Woollen Manufacturer, Pet Feb 4. 


Leed, Feb 17 at 11. Sols Chadwick, Dewsbury, and Bond & Barwick, 


Leeds. 

Parkins, John, 1 Collingwood-st, Mile-end-rd, Middlesex, Baker. Pet Feb 
4. London, Feb 18 at 11 30. Sol Cordwell, 22 College-hill. 

Parry, Charles James, & William Briddon, Watling-st, Manchester, Fo- 
reign Commission Agents. Pet Feb 5. Manchester, Feb 19 at 11. Sol 
Gould, Manchester. 

Parsons, ward, Tugford, near Munsiow, Salop, Farmer. Pet Feb 
3. Birmi ham, Feb 21 at 12, Sols Backhouse, Bridgnorth, and Hodg- 
son & Allen, Birmingham. 

Pellatt, Henry Apsley, 32 Weston-ter, New Weston-rd, Bermondsey, Sur- 

rey. Pet Jan 30 (in forma pauperis). London, Feb 26 at 1.30. Sol 
Scott, 2 Southampton-st, Strand. 

Petfield, John, Bridge-st, Sheffield, Wheelwright, Pet Feb 3. Sheffield, 

Pet Feb 4. 


Feb 20 at 12. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

Raynor, Henry, Sneinton-rd, Nottinghamshire, House Agent. 
Nottingham, Feb 20 at 11. Sols Buttery & Heath, Nottingham. 

Richards, Henry Searle, King-st, Watford, Auctioneer. Pet Feb5. Lon- 
don, Feb 25 at 10. Sol Buchanan, (3 Basinghall-st. 

Richards, Samuel, Wheal-sq, Gwennap, Cornwall, Miner. 
Redruth, Feb 15 at li. Sol Downing, Redruth. 

Robinson, Joseph Henry, Coventry,and Abbey Farm, Hinckley, Leicester- 
shire, Seedsman and Farmer. Pet Feb 4. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. 
Sols Cowdell, sen, & Bramah, Hinckley, and James & Knight, Birming- 


ham. 

Rothschild, Michael, 50 Mill-st, Toxteth-park, Liverpool, Dealer in Toys 
ee Pet Feb 4. Liverpool, Feb 20 at 3, Sol Grocott, 

ive ‘ 

nipiay, Je John, Birmingham, Umbrella Manufacturer. Pet Feb 6. Bir- 
mingham, Feb21 at 12. Sol James & Knight, Birmingham. 

Ryland, William, Newcastle-upou-Tyne, Bankers’ Clerk. Pet Feb 4. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Feb 21 at 11.30. Sols Hodge & Harle, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Sanders, Joseph, | Brass-st, Birmingham, Builder. 
ham, March 21 at 10. Sol Duke, Birmingham. 
Scarf, Robert, Leeds, Cork Cutter. Pet Jan 30. Leeds, Feb 20 at 12. 

Sol Harle. 

Scott, Kubert, 30 Spital-st, Guildford, Tea Dealer. Pet Nov 2. Guildford, 
Feb 15 at 19. Sol White, Guildford. 

Short, William Charles, Sandling-rd, Maidstone, Fruiterer. 
Maidstone, Feb 19 at 10. Sol Ewington, Maidstone. 

Simm, Isaac, Fuirtield View, Edge-lane, near Liverpool, Coal Merchant. 
Pet Feb 1. Liverpool, Feb 17 at 11.30. Sols Anderson & Collins, Li- 


Pet Feb 1. 


Pet Feb 4. Birming- 


Pet Feb 1. 


verpool. 
Smith, William Henry, 25 Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Middlesex, Attorney-at-law, 
t Feb 6. London, Feb 20 at 2. Sols Lawrence, Plews & boyer, 14 
Old Jewry-chambers. 
Stanford, Thomas, 31 Butcher-st, Portsea, Tailor. Pet Feb 4. 
mouth, Feb 20 at 11. Sol Paffard, jun, Portsea. 
Staucer, John, Horncastle, Lincolnshire, Cooper. Pet Feb 3. Horncastle 
Feb 17 at 10. Sol Adcock, Horncastle. 
Thomas, John, Liandilo, Carmarthenshire, Tailor and Draper. 
4. Bristol, Feb 25 at 11. Sol Bevan, Bristol. 
Thomas, John, St Day, Gwennap, Cornwall. Pet Jan 31. Redruth, Feb 
15 atll. Sol Downing, Redruth. 
be William, Quay Mile-rd, Great Yarmouth, Merchant and Fish 
rer. Pet. Feb 3. London, Feb 26at 11. Sols Lawrence, Plews & Boyer 
14 Old Jewry-chambers. 


Ports- 


Pet Feb 


Turner, John, Neptune Inn Public-house, Hove, Sussex, Publican. Pet 
Feb 5. Brighton, Feb 24 at 11. Sol Lamb, Brighton. 
Vernon, Noah, Congleton, Silk Throwster. Pet Feb 4. Liverpool, Feb 


19atll. Sols Pickford, Macclesfield, and Townsend & Jackson, Liver- 


pool. 
Webber, George, Chulmlergh, Devonshire, Labourer. Pet Feb 5, South 
Molton, Feb 18 at 10. Sol Shapland, South Molton. 


Webster, Thomas, Castle Bytham, Lincolnshire, Veterinary Surgeon. 


Pet Feb 4. Bourn, Feb 18 at 12. Sol Law, Stamford. 

Wheewall, William, Chapel-st, New Radford, Fishmonger. Pet Dec 24. 
Nottingham, March 5 at 10. Sol Brown, Nottingham. 

White, James, St Aldate.st, Glouceszer, Innkeeper. Pet Feb 5. Glouces- 


ter, Feb 22at2 Sol Wilkes, Gloucester. 


White, John, 14 Eagle-ter, Victoria Dock-rd, Essex, Victualler. Pet Feb 
1. London, Feb 20 at 1. Sols Lawrence, Plews & Boyer, 14 Old 
Jewry-chambers. 

Pet Fed 5. Leeds, Feb 24 at 11. 


Whitehead, John, Harrogate, Builder. 
Sal Simpson, Leeds. 
Whitfield, Henry, 72 Great Portland-st, Middlesex, Laceman and Fancy 





Draper. Pet Feb 3 (in formf pauperis). 
Fenton, Bevois-ct, Basinghall-s:. 

Whittering, James, Thrapstone, Northamptonshire, Builder. Feb4. 
London, Feb 25 at 11. Sols Roscoe & Hincks, 1 14 King-st, ee 

agents for Cook, Wellingborough. 

Wilks, William, Leeds, Terra Cotta Manufacturer. Pet Feb 4. Leeds, 
Feb 24 at 11. Sols Middleton & Son, Leeds. 

Wilkinson, Abigail, & James Stott, Paddock, near Huddersfield, 
blersand Spinners. Pet Feb 3. Leeds, Feb 20 at 11. Sols Floyd & . 
Learoyd, Huddersfield, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Wilkinson, Charles, Exhall, Warwickshire, Blacksmith. Pet Feb 5. Cp- 
ventry, March 3 at I. Sol Smallbone, Coventry. 

Wills, Edward Distin, Ford, Stoke Damerel, Devonshire, Licensed Victu 
ler. Pet Feb 3. East Stonehouse, Feb 19 at 11. Sol Fowler, 
mouth. 

Wilson, James Coultman, 1 Holland-rd, and 24 High-st, Notting-hill, Mid- 
dlesex, House Agent and Auctioneer. Pet Feb 4. London, Feb 19 at t. 
Sol Eyre, 32 Poultry. 

Woodcock, John, Mew-st, Ashford, Kent, Horse Dealer. Jan 20, London, 
Feb 20 at 12.30. 

Woolley, William, 5 Denham’s-buildings, Finch-st, Handsworth, Stafford- 
shire. Pet Feb 4. Birmingham, March 2! at 10. Sol Rooke, Birm- 


ingham. 
TuEspayY, Feb. 11, 1862. 

Alton, John, 7 Bale-st, Manchester, Beer Seller. Pet Feb 5. Manchester, 

March 4 at 9.30. Sol Dawson, Manchester. . 
Ashton, William, Wigan, Grocer. Pet Feb 8. Manchester, Feb 28 at 12. 

Sols, Richardson & Hinwell, Bolton. 
Avery, John, Tredegar-pl, Newport, Monmouthshire, Tailor. Pet Feb 6. 

ristol, Feb 21 at 11. Sol Catheart, Ne 


London, Feb ie Me Sol 


Baker, William, Belper, Derbyshire, Miller. Pet Dec 4. Nottingham, 
Feb 27 at 11. Sols Birt, Gray’s-inn, London, and James & Knight, 
Birmingham. 


Bailey, Thomas, Leeds, Commission Agent. Pet Feb7. Leeds, Feb 21 
at ll. Sols Cariss & Tempest, Leeds. 

Barcham, Edward, Horsey- next-the-Sea, Norfolk, Farmer. Pet Feb 6. 
London, Feb 24 at 12. Sols Doyle, Gray’s-inn, and Sadd, Norwich. 

Beall, Richard, 4 Charlotte-row West, Morice Town, Devonport, 
Maker. Pet Feb 4, East Stonehouse, Feb 22 at 11. Sols Beer & 

vonport. 

Berks, Samuel, Longton, Staffordshire, Beer-house Keeper. Pet Jan 21. 
pee m, Feb 24 at 12. Sols Slaney & Winstanley. Newcastle, and 
Smith, Birmingham. 

Bevan, Edmund, North Petherton, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. Pet 


Feb 8. Bridgwater, Feb 26 at 10. Sol Reed, Bridgewater. 

Bibb, Joseph, Britannia Tavern, New-st, Coventry, Publican, Pet Feb 6. 
Coventry, March 3at 1. Sol Morris, Coventry. 

Bird, Edward Sampson. Fort Cumberland, near Portsmouth, Cook en 
— Pet Feb 6. Farnham, Feb 26 at 12. Sol White, Guild 


Blake, Henry, 49 Coleshill-st, Eaton-sq. Middiesex, Clerk in Her Majesty’ - 
Customs. Pet Feb 6, London, Feb 26 at 11. Sol Wells, Morgate-st. 
Blase, John Walker, 27 Colquitt-st, Liverpool, Accountant. Pet Feb 6. 

Liv » Feb 28 at J. Sol Grocott, Liverpool. 

Bonny, Rebecca, Reigate. Surrey, Wholesale and Retail Confectioner. Pet 
Feb 10. London, ng 28 at 11. Sols Duncan & Murton, Southampton- 
st.and Hart, Reiga 
sooth, John, 2 Charlotte: -pl, Upper Grange-rd, Bermondscy, Surrey, 
Clothier. Pet Feb 6. London, Feb 25 at 11. Sol Swan, 2 Great Knight 
Rider. st, Doctors’ Commons, 

Bragg, Robert, Leeds, Commission Agent. Leeds, Feb 21 at 
11, Sol Emsley, Leeds. 

Briggs, George. Kingston-upon-Hull, Chemist. Pet Feb 6. Kingston-upon- 
Hull, Feb 19 at 12. So! Hearfield, jun., Hull. 

Brindle, Robert, Bolton, Baker. Pet Feb 7. Bolton, Feb 26 at 10. Sol 
Edge, Bolton. 

Brooks, William, Tarporley, Chesire, Farmer. 
Feb 25 at 12. Sol Cartwright, Chester. 

Brown, James, otherwise James Bailey, Peckham, Surrey, Coal Merchant. 
Pet Feb 7 (in formé pauperis). London, Feb 25 at 12. Sol Philby, 3 


Fenchurch-bldgs. 
Brown, William, Oakham, Rutland, Confectioner. Pet Feb 8. Oakham, 
Pet Fzb 7. Liverpool, 


Pet Feb 5. 
Pet Feb 7. Liverpool, 


Feb 15 at 12. Sol Law, Stamford 

Cazenave, Bertrand Simon de, Liverpool, Artist. 
March 3 at 3. Sol Barrell, Liverpool. 

Clift, Thomas (and not Thomas Cleft as before adv he wey 

Cooke, George Peacock, Berkeley-ter, Pend) , Hyde, Cheshire, Pattern 
Designer. Pet Feb 5, Salford, Feb 22 at 10, Sol. Eltott, Manchester. 

Colebrook, George, Dingleden Farm, Benenden, Kent, Farmer. Jan 0. 
Maidstone. Feb 21 at 2. Sol Morgan, Maidstone. 

Cooper, Edwin, Ashby -de- -la-Zouch, Builder. Pet Feb 6. Nottingham, 
Feb 27 at 11, Sols Buttery & Heath, Nottingham. 

Cooper, Henry, Eckington, Derby, Schoolmaster. Pet Feb 5. Chesterfield, 
Feb 26 at 12. Sol Pattison, Sheffield. 

Crawford, David, Boston, Tailor. Pet Feb 5. 
Brown & Son, Lincoln. 

Croome, John, 76 Oakley-st, Chelsea, Middlesex, Ship Owner. Pet Feb 
7. London, Feb 26 at L2. Sol May, 2 Princes-st, Spitalfields. 

Devereux, James, High Wycombe, Farmer. Pet Feb 8. London. Feb 24 
at 11.30. Sols Greville & Tucker, 24 St. Swithin’s-lane. 

Duddington, Joseph, Whittlesey, Cambridgeshire, Grocer. Pet Jan 31. 
Peterborough, Feb 15 at 11. Sol Rutland, Peterborough. 

Dufour, Alexander Vernier (and not Alexander Vermer Dufour, as pre- 
viously advertised). 

Edwards, Joseph, ‘fruro, Dealer in Fancy Articles. Pet Fed 10. Exeter, 
Feb 28 at ll. Sols Stokes, Truro, or Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Ewin, James, Sewers End, Saffron Walden, Miller. Pet Feb 6. ‘Saffron 
Walden, Feb 25 at 10. Sols ’robert & Wade, Satfron Walden. 





Boston, Feb 22 at 10. Sols 


Farrand, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hall, Frait Merehant. Pet Feb 5. 
Fearn, Edward, 32 Market. st, Hanley, Staffordshire, Stationer. 
7. Hanley, Keb 22 at ll. Sols EB. & A. Tennant, Hanley. 
London, March 
4 ati. Sols Doyle, Gray’s-inn, and Sadd, jun., Norwich. 
Fleming, John. 6 Church-lane, Whitechapel, Lamp Manufacturer. Pet 


Kingstou-upon-Hull, Feb 26 at 12. Sol Pettingeil, Hall, 
Pet Feb 
Fitt, Henry, Lakenham, Norwich, Farmer. Pet Feb 6. 
Beh Gin hemth peapert), London, March 6 at 1. Sols Fenton & Son, ° 
Bevois-ct, Basinghall-st. 














_ Fas l6, 1862. 


Forster, Charles John J trading as P, ‘Dickinson & Co., 33 Grace- 
church-street, General 


rehant. Pet Feb 7. London, "Feb 24 at 
12.30. 


Foster, Marmaduke, 12 S Eivere-orttee, Manchester, Solicitor. Pet Feb 7. 
; , Feb 21 at 32. Sol Popplewell, Manchester. 
r-st, New-ina-yard, Curtain-rd, Middlesex, Chair 
Maker. Pet Feb 4, lapten. Fol Feb 26 at 12. Sol Beard, 10 Basinghall-st. 
a Ralph, ery, ‘ near Darlington, Miller. Pet Jan 22. New- 
2 at 12, 


Sol Hoyle, wewnget- pep 
Glennie, Pitts John, ae \y ssell-rd, Brixto , Surrey, Painter. Pet 
Feb 1 (in forma pau 


aperis) mdon, Feb 6 at 11. Sols Labrow & 
Brown, Mitre-court ambers, 


le. 
Hale, Thomas, 9 Bath-st, Princes-dock, Liverpool, Butcher. Pet Feb 6. 
Liverpool, Feb 27 at 3. Sol Blackhurs 

Hankins, John, jun., Weston-super-Mare, ‘Wine and Spirit Merchant. Pet. 
Bristol, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Henderson, Bristol. 

Mannington, Joseph, Swalwell, Durham, Firebrick Manufacturer. Pet 
Feb a -Tyne, Feb 24 at 11. Sol Hoyle, Newcastle- 
upon- 

Hards, James, 118 Regent-st, Lambeth, Surrey, Harness Maker. Pet 
Feb 6, ndon, Feb 24 at 11. — Bartley, Bartlett’s-bldgs 

Harris, William, 1 Heath-st, Ham t in Boots and Shoes. Pet 


tead, Deale: 
ondon, Feb 25 at 10. Bol Chidtey, 25 Old Jew 





Feb 6. ry. 
we Benjamin Wager, SB Builder, Pet Feb 8. Sheffleld, 
Feb 22 at 10, Sols Marsh & Edwards, "Rotherham 

Hi . Edward, Morley, near eral Builder. Pet Feb 7. Dewsbury, 


esling. 

Feb 28 at 11, + H 

Hibbart, George, 50 King’s-rd, st Pancras, Middlesex, Bricklayer. 

Feb 6. London, Feb 25 at li. Sol Rushbury, 32 Coleman-st. 

Higgins, George Irlam, Pantheon, Oxford-st, Dealer in Glass. Pet Feb 
London, March 6 at 11.30. Sol Dimmock, 2 Suffolk-lane, Cannon-st. 
Hill, James, i Hanover-ter, Brighton, Carpenter. Pet Feb 7. Brighton, 

Feb2¢at 11. Sol Runnacles, ton 

all, eae ae Silk Throwster. Pet Feb 6, Manchester, 


Holeroft, Try: 
=a 21 at It. —— ester. 
by Dale, Derbyshire, Butcher. Pet Feb7. Derby, 


eh 3 ath lu 


urle, 
Pet 


Sol Garay Derby. 
20 Sou pton-ter, Waterloo-rd, Surrey, Gent. 
ny Ry 6. ion, Feb 25 at 11.30. Sols Symes, Te@sdale, & Sandi- 
lands, 33 Fenchurch-st. 


Hunt, Alfred George, 192 Pentonville-rd, Middlesex, Bedding Manufac- 
turer. Pet Feb 7. London, March 6 ‘at 11. Sols Marshall & Son, 12 


Hunt, George, 37 North-st, Gosport, Baker. Pet Feb 7. Portsmouth, 
Feb 25 at 14. Sol Way, Portsmou' 

Horst, John Reay, North Shields, Draper. Pet Feb 8. Newcastle-upon- 
Tm Feb 24.at 12. Sol Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Robert Duff, 1 Tottenham-court-rd, Middlesex, Provision Mer- 
chen. HB Feb 8 Fa named uperis). London, Feb 25 at 12. Sol 
Samler, | Little Carter-st-lane ’-commons. 

— aca 2 227 New Town-row, Birmingham, Straw Dealer. 

Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Duke, Birmingham 

Jetta, Smith _ & Augustus Jeffs, 48 and 49 Cornwall- rd, Lambeth, 

Builders. Pet Feb6. London, Feb 24 at 12. Sol Dean, 27 New Broad-st. 
Jones, Hugh, & John Jones, Penmaenmaur. , Carnarvonshire, Builders. 
Pet Feb 4. Sieen eae Feb 18 at 19. Sol Turner, Carnarvon 


Pet Feb 


“ual. Te marth Head Inn, Penarth, r Cardiff, Licen sed Vic- 
~~ Pet Feb 6. Bristol, Feb 21 at 11. "Sols Wilcocks, Cardiff, and 
ee oaeenee Pet Feb 

e 


Jom uiioe & Pel Thatcher, 11 Fish-st, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. 
7. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. Sol East, Birmingham. 
Seer Henry, Tamworth, Agent. Pet Feb 8. Birmingham, Feb 28 at 
11. Sol Parry, Birmingham. 
Johnson, John, Loughton, Essex, Hay and Straw Dealer, Pet Feb 8. 
London, Feb 26 at 1. Sols Preston & Dorman, 13 Gresham-st. 
Kemp, Horatio, 72 King-st, Woolwich, Kent, Auctioneer. Pet Feb 8. 
London, March 6 at 12. Sol Hughes, Woolwich. 
Kidd, John, Derringham-st, Kingston-upo.:-Hnoll, Butcher. Pet Feb 8. 
Kingston upon-Hull, Feb 19 at 11.30. Sol Chester, Hull. 
Kilby, George Thomas, Eagle Works, Camden-st. Birintngham, Belt and 
Portfolio Manufacturer. Pet Feb 6. Birmingham, Feb 24 at 12. Sol 
Barber, Birmingham. 
Kilvington, John, Burslem, Staffordshire, Medical Galvanist. Pet Feb 8. 


Hanley, Feb 22 at 11. Sol Litchfield, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 
Lancefield, William, Southampton-st, Camberwell, Surrey. Dec 19. 
London, Feb 25 at 11.30. 
Large, Henry, 134 Red Lion-sq, Holborn, Middlesex. Farmer. Pet Feb 7° 
Feb 25 at 1. Sol Lay, Poultry. : 
Mac Vitie, William, S Gloucestershire, Builder. Pet Feb 10. 


Bristol, Feb 24 at ‘12. Sol Wilkes, Gloucester. 

Melhuish, William, 18 Modbury-ter, Malden-rd, Kentish Town, Middlesex, 
Carpenter. Pet Feb 5. London, Feb 25 at 10. Sol Weightman, 80 
Basinghall-st. 

7 ag Henry, Old House at Home, | Sarah-pl, Cambridge Heath-rd, 
= Beershop Keeper. Pet Feb 5. London, Feb 26 at 12. Sol 

Abbott, 1 St Mark-st, Great Prescutt-st 
Mills, Job, Dudley Port, Tipton, Staffordshire, Carpenter. Pet Feb 7. 
» Feb 22. at 11. Sol Lowe, Dudley. 
— Baward, Al — West, Birmingham, Pocket Book Manu- 
Pet Feb 6. Birmingham, March 21 at 10° Sol Allen, 


rick Augustus, Little King-st. Ipswich, Innkeeper, 


Mulley, 
i Sols Stevens & Satchell, 6 Queen’s- 


Pet ‘Feb 7. ae Feb 25 at 11. 
st, Cheapside, Agents for Moore, I 
Neville, Josiah Henry, 446 New 0: 
Pet Feb 7. Lovie Feb 25 at 11. 
Old Jewry Chambe' 

Palmer, Henry, peg Wiltshire, Miller, Pet Feb 8. Bristol, Feb 24 at 11, 
Sois Townsend & Ormond, Swindon, and Henderson, Bristol. 

Paull, Henry Hugh Beams, "Stoke Damerel, Devonshire, Clerk. Pet Feb 7- 
Plymouth, Feb 26 at 12.30. Sols Edmonds & Sons, Exeter. 

Thomas Brown, Emerlyn Cottage, Deptford, ‘Surrey, Journeyman 

— Pet Feb 6. London, Feb 25 at 12. Sol Bickley, 32 King 


Potter, Samuel, Carrington, Nottingham. Cabinet Maker. Pet Feb 6. 
N » Feb 27 at 11. Sol Shilton, Nottingham. 

= , Packers’ Inn, 70 Portiand-st, Manchester, Packer. Pet 
Feb 7. , March 4 at 9.30. Sol Stiles. Manchester. 


een 
ford-st, Middlesex, Leather Merchant. 
Sols Lawrerce, Plews, & Boyer, 14 
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ro Hen a 9 Constitution-bill. 1. Birmin nome “ Photagea Pe 
Feb sry, 9 March 21 at 10, Sol Allen. Birmingham ae 
Pet Feb 4. Chesterfield, Feb 26 


Peeten, Alphart, Chesterfield, Builder. 
at ll. Sol Binney, Sheffield. 

Rich, Joseph, 4 Ducie-avenue, Choriton-upon-Medlock, Salesman. Pet 
Jan 31. Manchester, March 4 at 9.30. Sol Farington, Manchestet.:. 

Richardson, George Philip, 4 Priory-ter, Tonbridge, Land Surveyor. Pet 


Feb 8. Tonbridge, Feb 22 at 11. Sol Morgan, See. 

Richmond, William, 9 Great yard, Westminster, Coal se. Brides 
Pet Feb 7. London, Feb 25 at 12. Sol Edmunds, 11 St. . 
Avenue-st. 

Round, Edward, Dudley, Commission Agent. Pet Feb 8. Bing . 
Feb 24 at 12. Sols Bolton & Sanders, Dudley, and James : 
Birmingham. 


Rowsell, Arthur, 3 Eleanor-rd, Richmond-rd, Dalston, Middlesex, Com- 
mercial Traveller. Pet Feb 10 (in forma pauperis). London, Feb 24 at 
11.30. Sol Drew, 4 New Basinghall-st. 

Saunders, Abraham, Old Port Tavern, Narrow-quay, Bristol, Beerhouse 
Keeper. Pet Feb ’5. Bristol, Feb 21 at 12. Sol r,B . 

Scorer, Sophia, 1 Fletcher-gate, Nottingham, Po odbhs Pet Feb 7: 
Nottingham, March 5 at 9.30. Sol Brown Nottingham. 

Senior, Joseph, Holmfirth, Yorkshire, Engineer. Pet Feb 8. Leeds, Feb 
24at 11. Sol Lewro: 4, Huddersfield. , 

Shepherd, John, Church-st, Camberwell, Coach Proprietor. Pet Dec 20. 
London, Feb 25 at 12.30. Sel Sandom, s-pl, Deptt 

Shorter. W William, Winchester, Dealer in Hats and Umbrellas. Pet Feb 7. 
Winchester, Feb 17 at 11. Sol Hollis, Winchester. 


bry a in, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb7. Leeds, 
e at li , 
Small, William Atkinson, 110 Soho-st, Liverpool, Beerseller. Pet Feb 6. 
Pris Feb 25 at 3. Sol Parker, Liv 
rancis, Lincoln, Cattle Dealer. Feb 10. Kingston-upon- 
EI, Feb 26 at 12. Sols Brown & Son, Lincoln. 
Smith, Francis William, trading as John Williams, 65 & 66 Red 


Lion-st 
Holborn, Middlesex, Fishmonger. Pet Feb 8. London, March 6 at 
12.30. Sol Nash, 12 Haberdasher-p!, Hoxton. 
Smith, John, Radford-ter, New Radford, Nottinghamshire, Retail Beer- 
seller. Pet Feb7. Nottingham, March 5 at 9.30. Sol Coope, Not- 
ingham 
Teeson, Henry, 35 St James-st, Kingston-upon-Hull, Builder. Pet Feb 7. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, Feb 19 ati. Sol Summers, Hull. 
Thomas, Edward, 39 Collyhurst-st, Rochdale-rd, Mar Manchester, Shopkeeper. 
Pet Feb 5. Manchester, March 4 at 9.30. Sol Hodgson, Manchester. 
Tippins, John, Beaufort-hill, Beaufort Iron Works, Liangattock, Brecon- 
shire, Collier. Pet Feb 8. Tredegar, March 1 atl1. Sol Harris, Trede- 


gar. 
Tadd, Robert, Willington, Durham, Mason. Pet Feb6. Durham, Feb 21 
at It, - Sols Thompson & ma Durham. 


Uphol 








Upton, William, East } page, . Pet Feb6. London, 
Feb 26 at ne Sol Woodbridge, 8 ifford’s-inn. 
Weiser, Jacob, South-parade, Manchester, ae sa Pet Febl. Man- 
chester, March Tatil. Sols Chapman & R. oo - 
t Feb 8. 


Wellington, William, Upton Hellions, Athen ay Clerk. 
Exeter, Feb 28 at 11. Sol Floud, Exeter. 

Whatmough, John, 41 Skinner-st, Clerkenwell, Middlesex, Straw Hat 
Presser. Pet Feb %, London, Feb 24 at 1. Sol Cooke eipeblersbery._ 

White, Charles, jun,, The Vineyards,8 Duke’s-st, Chelm Dealer i 
Poultry. Pet Feb 5. London, Feb 26 at 1. Sols Philp & Philp, 26 Buck. 
lersbury, 

Wilkins, William, Horsey-next-the-Sea, Norfolk, Farmer, Pet Feb 6. 
London, Feb 25 at tl. Sol Doyle, Gray "s-inn, agent for Sadd, jan, 


Witleot, John, 61 Aber-st West, Derby-rd, Liverpool, Journeyman Watch 
Maker. Pet Feb 6. Liverpool, Feb 26 at 3. Sol Jones, 5 Harrington- ‘ 
st, Liverpool. 

Winter, John Clarke, 22 Brunswick-sq, Kirkdale, Laucashire, Timber 
Deuler. Fet Feb 5. Liverpooi, Feb 24 at 3. Sols Blackhurt Liverpool. 

Wright, John, 131 Wellingborough-rd, Northampton, Grocer. Pet Febs. 
Northampton, Feb 22 at 10. Sols Sheild & White, Northampton. 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Feb, 7, 1862. 


Chambers, Charles, Heath-st, and Church-row, H. 
Builder. Feb 6. 
Wood, David, Bramley, Yorkshire, Cloth Manufacturer. 


Tuxspar, Feb. 11, 1862. 
Feaver, James, Wincanton, Somersetshire, Common Brewer. 


Middl 





Jan 20. 


Feb 8. 


‘ BARRISTER REQUIRES, as CHAMAERS. 
ONE or TWO ROOMS, either Furnished or Unfurnished, with 
the Services of Clerk and Laundress, in the Inner or Middle Temple, at a 
reasonable rent. 
Apply to J. H., care of Mr. Albin, Wig Maker, Essex-court, Temple, 











DVERTISEMENTS for HEIRS, Fn = 
KIN, LEGATEES, &c. (for above One Bait ¥ Scoh GENE. 
pry time), are regularly registered by SAM DEACON, GENE- 

L ADVERTISING AGENT, PUBLIC NEWS ROOMS, 154, LEADEN- 
HALL-STREET, LONDON. Removed from 3, Walbrook.—Established 
1822. Charge for Search, 2s. 64.; and if the Advertisement is found, a 
correct copy, with reference and date, may be had, agreeably to the fol- 
lowing charge :— 

If advertised within 3 yrs. £1 0 0 | If advertised above 10 yrs. £3 0.0 

ri above 3yrs 200 * above 20 yrs. 400 
2s. 8d. must be remitted in postage stamps from the Country. Wilis 
inspected at Doctors’ C The Unclaimed Dividend Books may be 
seen, on payment of One Shilling. 

Ogpexss and ADVERT'sEMENTS received for Tue GazeTrTs, and every~ 
London, Provincial, Colonial, and Foreign Newspaper, &c.—The eh 
Papers, and those from every County, are re; rly received and 
also Melbourne, Sydney, Adelaide, me York, Canada, Cape, Ceylon, 
and West india, Freneh, German, &c 
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HORTHAND.—A GENTLEMAN, thoroughly ac- 

quainted with the routine of a solicitor’s office, having been in the 

employ of a firm of extensive practice as SHORTHAND WRITER for the 
last sixteen years, is desirous of an ENGAGEMENT in that cayacity. 


Address, O., care of Mr. Draper, 59, Carey-street, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 





LBERT MEDICAL and FAMILY ENDOW- 
MENT LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
Principal Office 7, Waterloo-place, London. 
Branch Offices—At Calcutta, Madras, Bombay, Agra, and Hong Kong, 
with agencies throughout the United Kingdom. 


PostTion, INCOME, AND PROGRESS, OF THE COMPANY. 
The accumulated assets exceed ...0...eseeeceeeess 
The subscribed capital ....cccccocscccccccccccsccsccccccscce 
The annual income from life premiums exceeds COD0 cp coeseeee 
The policy claims and bonuses paid to claimants about ...... 1,000,000 

The new business is progressing at the rate of about £25,000 per annum. 

The Company contracts the following description of business:—Life As- 
surance on Healthy and Lives, Annuities and Endowments of 
all kinds, India Risk Assurances, and Guarantee business; and confers 
upon Insurers great facilities and advantages, coupled with ‘perfect _secu- 
rity. 

Special and pecnliar features have been adopted, in order to render the 
Company's Policies additionally valuable as securities, and to offer to the 
insured means whereby their policies may be saved from forfeiture. 

Prospectuses, forms of proposal for Assurance, and every information, 
may be obtained on application to any of the Society’s Agents; or to the 
Secretary, at 7, Waterloo-place, London, S.W., to whom applications for 
agencies in places not efficiently represented may be addressed. 


FRANK EASUM, Sonar: 


I J NITE D KINGDOM ‘LIFE ASSURANCE 
MPANY, 
No. 8, WATERLOO wea: PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.w. 
The Hon. FRANCIS SCOTT, Cuarrman. 
CHARLES BERWICK CURTIS, Esq., Deputy CHAIRMAN. 
Fourth Division of Profits. 

SPECIAL NOTICE.—Parties desirous of participating in the fourth 
division of profits to be declared on policies effected prior to the 3ist of 
December, 1861, should make immediate application. PThere have already 
been three divisions of profits, and the bonuses divided have averaged 
nearly 2 per cent. per annum on the sums assured, or from 30 to 100 per 
cent. on the premiums paid, without the risk of co-partnership. 

To show more clearly what these bonuses amount to, the three follow- 
ing cases are given as examples: 


Sum Insured. Bonuses added. 
£5,000 £1,987 10 
1,000 379 10 
100 39 «15 

Notwithstanding these large additions, the premiums are on the lowest 
scale compatible with security ; in addition to which advantages, one-half 
of the premiums may, if desired, for the term of five years, remain unpaid 
at 5 per cent. interest, without security or deposit of the policy. 

The assets of the Company at the 3ist D ber, 1860, d to 
£730,665 7s. 10d., all of which had been invested in Government = other 
approved securities. 

Nocharge for Volunteer Military Corps while serving in the United 
Kingdom. 

Policy stamps paid by the office. 

For prospectuses, &¢c-» apply to the Resident Director, No. 8, Waterloo- 


place, Pall-mall. 
E. L. BOYD, Resident Director. 


seteeeecee 





Amount payable 
up to Dec., 1854, 
0 





By order, 





TYLER AND COMPANY, 
(Late Goopcuap, TruER, & Co.) 
ACCOUNTANTS, 
13,GRESHAM STREET, E.C. 

During a practice of twenty years, T. & Co. have had great experience 
in winding up Joint Stock Companies in Chancery; the investigation of 
intricate and disputed accounts ; the liquidation o' estates under deeds of 
inspection, assignment, and composition ; and the audit of the accounts of 
public companies. 

The management of estates under the New Bankruptcy Act under- 
taken. Terms moderate. 


HEDDAR LOAF CHEESE, 63d., 74d., and 83d. 
per Ib. 

Ripe Stilton, 7d. to 1s. per lb. 

Small Dantzic Tongues, 3s. 6d. per half dozen. 

Prime Ox ditto, 2s. 3d. each, or three for 6s. 6d. 

Osborne’s Peat-smoked Breakfast Bacon is now in excellent cure, and 
Butters in perfection, at reasonable rates; other first-class Provisions 
equally moderate ; packages gratis. 

OSBORNE’S CHEESE WAREHOUSE, 
Osborne House, 30, Ludgate-hill, near St. Paul’s, E.C. 


LBION SNELL, Watchmaker and Jeweller, has 

removed to his New Premises, 114, High Holborn, seven doors 
east of King-street, where he respectfully solicits an inspection of his new 
and well-selected stock. 














GLENFIELD. PATENT STARCH, 
USED IN THE ROYAL LAUNDRY. 


HE LADIES are respectfully informed that this Sranca is 
EXCLUSIVELY USED IN THE ROYAL LAUNDRY. 


And Her Masesty’s Launpness says, that although she has tried 
WaeatTen, Rick, AND OTHER PowpDER STARCHES, 


she has found none of them equal to the GLENFIELD, which is 
THE FINEST STARCH SHE EVER USED. 


WHEN YOU ASK FOR 
GLENFIELD PATENT STARCH, 
See that you get it, as inferior kinds are often substituted. 
WOTHERSPOON & Co., ‘Guascow | anp LonpDon. 





IR W. BURNETT, Direster-Qeusnih of the Medical 
Department of the Navy, recommended BORWICK’S BAKING 
POWDER i in preference to every other, for the use of her Majesty’s aot 
because it was more wholesome—more effective—would oa r 
was in all respects superior to every other manufactured series toot testi- 
monials as to its superior excellence have also been received from the 
Queen’s Private Baker; Dr. Hassall, Analyst to the Lancet; Captain 
Allen Young, of the Arctic yacht “ Fox,” and other scientific men. - Sold 
everywhere in Id., 2d., 4d., and 6d. packets; and I1s., 2s. 6d., and 5s, 
boxes. 

When you ask for Borwick’s Baking Powder, see that you get it, as 
complaints have been made of shopkeepers substituting worthless articles, 
made from inferior and inexpensive ingredients, because they are realiz- 
ing a larger profit by them. 


OHN GOSNELL & CO., PERFUMERS 1To tue 
QUEEN, beg to recommend the following Fashionable and Su; 
Articles for the TOILET to the especial notice of all purchasers of 
PERFUMERY. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s JOCKEY CLUB PERFUME, in universal re- 
quest as the most admired perfume for the handkerchief, price 2s. 6d. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s LA NOBLESSE PERFUME—a most delicate per 
fume of exquisite fragrance. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s GARIBALDI BOUQUET—a most choice and 
fashionable perfume. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s RUSSIAN LEATHER PERFUME—a very fashions 
able and agreeable perfume. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s BALL-ROOM paper, ne or FOUNTAIN PER- 
FUMES. Elegant Novelties, in the form of P: ie Handkerchief Perr 
fumes in a neat case, which emits on pressure a ie of most refreshing 
perfume. Price Is. and 1s, 6d. each. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s LA NOBLESSE POMADE—elegantly perfumed, 
ant highly recommended for beautifying and promoting the growth of 





John Gosnell & Co.'s GOLDEN OIL—Moiélline—Macassar Oil—Bears' 

rease, &., for the Hair. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s CHERRY TOOTH PASTE is greatly superior ta 
any Tocth Powder, gives the Teeth a pearl-like whiteness, protects the 
enamel frem decay, and imparts a pleasing fragrance to the breath. 

John Gosnell & Co.’s AMBROSIAL SHAVING CREAM, Js. and Is. 6d, 
in pots; also, in compressible tubes, for the convenience of ag trae 
velling, price ls. 

John Gosnell and Co.’s INSTANTANEOUS HAIR DYE—The “eal 
Hair Dye which preduces a good natural colour with perfect certainty, 
and with the least possible trouble. 

Manufactory, 12, Three King-conrt, Lamstard-stveet, London. 


OAL. —The GUINEA COAL COMPANY’S 

WALLLENDS all the yearround, can only be obtained by address- 

ing to the Secretary, Mr. JAMES JENNINGS, 7, York-road, King’s-cross 
Station, N. Coke, lds. 


AMPTULICON OR ELASTIC FLOOR CLOTH, 
as made by GOUGH & BOYCE, the Original Patentees, and laid ex- 
clusively by them at the Houses of ae and numerous <= 
Public Offices. It is especially adapted 
a and Passages, being odie te noiseless, dry, i = 
nomical. 
GOUGH & BOYCE, 12, Bush-lane, Cannon-street, London. Forwarded 
to all parts of the Country. 


Bee en te and other diseases characterized by 

a rapid circulation of the blood cannot be cured or even alleviated 
until the pulse isreduced. This can only be accomplished by the use of 
OZONIZED COD LIVER OIL, as proved at the Hospital for ———- 
Brompton, London. See Royal Medical and Chirurgical Society's Trans- 
actions, Vol. 42, for 1859; Lancet, July 9, 1859; Pharmaceutical Journal, 
August |, 1859, &e. 

Prepared only by G. Borwick, Sole Licensee, 21, Little Moorfields, 
London. Sold in 28. 6d., 4s. 9d., and 9s. Bottles, by all Druggists. 


OLLOWAY’S OINTMENT AND PILLS.— 


For bad legs, bad breasts, and scorbutic or scrofulous sores, this 
is a genuine specific. The grateful and earnest testimony of 
who have experienced its unrivalled power over these complaints, and who 
have been raised from prostrate helplessness, and a condition loathsome 
to themselves and others, renders it quite uunecessary to enlarge in 
place upon its extraordinary virtues. The parts affected shruld be bathed 
with luke warm water, and when the pores are thereby opened, the Oint- 
ment should be rubbed in at least twice a day. It then penetrates to the 
seat of the disorder, and effects a thorough and permanent cure. These 
preparations are composed of rare balsams, as mild as they are efficacious 





























